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 MOBIL OIL SITE PLAN (90-50) ROUTE 94

- Scott Kartiganer'bfrkartxganéf:Eﬁgiheering came before

the Board representlng this proposal.

:“;MR SCHIEFER' “Now I have received one letter that I'd
~~like to read from one of the nelghbors., This comes as -
a bit of a surprise to me. 1It’s addressed to Carl

schiefer and Members of the Planning Board.

This letter is written on behalf of my client,
Windsor Associates, regarding the applicant
Mobil 0Oil Site Plan whom we understand in before
you for site plan approval. My client has
concerns regarding this project’s impact on their
neighborhood property with specific reference to
drainage, traffic flow, visibility and develop-
mental coverage. In order to adequately address
these issues, my client requests that the
Planning Board require a public hearing on the
sub ject application. By requiring a public
hearing, you’ll be providing a form which
adequately allows property owners to voice their
concerns regarding merits of this application.
Thank you for your time in reviewing this, Greg
Shaw of Shaw Engineering.

Let me tell the Planning Board there has been a public
hearing held by the Zoning Board of Appeals which I
attended because I realize this thing was going to get
controversial. One of the neighbors is requesting an
additional public hearing. We’ll discuss that, I just
wanted you to know what you’re up against here.

MR. KARTIGANER: Again, this is we’re furthering
Planning Board review and approval process for Mobil
0il Service Station. Since the last meeting, we have
received Zoning Board of Appeals variances for canopy
and lot area, car wash that’s been located after the
public hearing to 100% within all the lot line
setbacks.

General layout of the curb cuts are the same, the
building and the canopies all this front area is all
generally the same. We submitted the minutes of the
Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing that was on 22
July, *91. These were submitted to the Board on the
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3rd. of September.. They were quite coplous._ we :
addressed the public’s site plan comments, they: were
addressed in our é6th $eptember Planning Board submittal‘
which is the one in front of you.

“That Zoning Board of;AbheaIS‘hearinQ someﬂVariahces,m'

were granted with the exception of those pertaining to

" the car wash and we have relocated that. aAnd.the

submittal, the car ‘wash has been located totally within
the parameters of the zoning, does not in our
estimation require any further variances. And our
plans, we have indicated that the project is a rebuild
and upgrade of existing service station use permitted
by special permit since November of ’90. This note has
always been on there where we have indicated under
special permit.

as of this date, we have not received any notice from
the Town Board that a special permit be renewed under
Article 48-34D. This is reference to Mark’s comments,
Item #7, pertaining to his request for or mention of
additional public hearing may be required as we have
never been required for this requirement and as the
intent of the public hearing for the Zoning Board of
Appeals, we responded to any of the comments, anything
that would be required under that Article. All these
just to continue that, Mr. Schiefer, another public
meeting would be redundant, just to point out on that
meeting also Mr. Shaw was probably the most vocal.
What I'd like to do is since those notes were now even
though I submitted them to you, what I want to do is
summar ize what we thought was brought up at the
meeting.

These were primarily concerns about increased traffic
at the intersection and visibility of Pizza Hut
signage. This is what Mr. Shaw is representing on the
Pizza Hut property. We pointed out that this is not a
designation type of use but rather services, passing

.traffic not increasing the amount of traffic at the

intersection per se. We are also removing one entrance
on Route 94 thereby, in fact, alleviating some of the
traffic problems at the intersection. McDonalds at the
public hearing had no objection to our sight variances
for the canopy. Most local comments were from the
Pizza Hut people, Mr. Shaw, who’s representing them.
These were mostly about the reduced visibility and in
our estimation, the signage from the car wash. This




" The car: wash is now totallY within the" side yard N
-setback ‘and we would like to have that on our. property.t}b-f

:fﬁgpiéﬁﬁé?tiiiii§91.
property 1s in a low area as I am sure you Te well .
aware. This in our opinion was the primary reason that

a variance was not granted for the car wash setback.
The vote there was a three to two vote and I think we

»would have had it.

There was - some interest as . to having more information -
on the car was which has been supplied to the Board as

a courtesy.on the 14th of August. This just went over,
reaffirmed the exact quantity of flow for the recycling
operation.

The plan has been submitted. to both the New York State
DOT for their review, it'’s reviewed, everything in
detail. 1It’s currently at Poughkeepsie for the final
highway permit, should be reviewed within the next day
or so. Prior, the prior version of the plan has been
reviewed by the Orange County Planning, during this
entive process and can’t remember the Planning Board
date that we had a letter. There’s been no revision in
the curb cut location or the primary building site or
the canopies with the exception that we changed the car
wash to a more conservative location within the zoning
setbacks. And we were requesting that further
submittal to the Orange County Planning be waived, that
one thing it was already reviewed, it had been reviewed
at one time.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: FfFinal plans have to be reviewed and
have to be set back and we have to give 30 days for the
county to review it.

MR. KARTIGANER: Ewven after it’s been reviewed?

MR. PETRO: When was it reviewed?

MR. KRIEGER: If this plan was not reviewed, if this is
the final plan then they have to get this one.

MR. VAN LEEUNEN: Is the water going to be reclaimed in
this or freshwater use all the time?

MR. KARTIGANER: It’s reclaimed. There’s a certain
percentage that’s not reclaimed.

MR. SCHIEFER: Let me make, Mr. Kartiganer, if you
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" don’t mind, as I said, I attended this -meeting.
-Originally, the concern; I won’t say objection was

voiced by Pizza Hut and by McDonalds, both of them were
concerning the new construction would hide their

- advertising, their signs, things like that. McDonalds
"had no,.no problem when they were told that the:

visibility of their building would be better than prior

. even though they, the canopy was going to come out.

Now, Pizza Hut addressed that concern and for that:
reason, the Zoning Board of Appeals turned down the

‘variance that they were regquesting for the car wash.

That has been moved. They no longer require that.

That was addressed. And now if that were the only
issue, I would say hey, we’re Jjust being redundant.
Whether or not you people want to have a public hearing
or must have one on the other issues we’ll resolve but
the visibility, I’m sure that both Pizza Hut and the
Zoning Board of Appeals had no problem.

Now, let me ask you a question. This new location of
the car wash, does that in any way interfer with seeing
Pizza Hut where they are?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think we ought to go take a look at
it.

MR. SCHIEFER: That’s the reason the Zoning Board of
Appeals turned it down. However, it’s no long there
and they no longer need a variance. Does it hide
anything? I don’t know, does it?

MR. KARTIGANER: 1It’s not the existing building is
pretty much, well, there’s actually a canopy, if you
remember that’s right over here. This hides it in our
estimation, less than what the existing canopy is.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Before I would vote on a public
hearing, I want to go down and take a look at it.

MR. SCHIEFER: According to Mark, is it mandatory that
we have a public hearing, your comments here say ves.

MR. EDSALL: Well, I think you have got a policy
decision or a possibly a legal decision to make here as

" far as whether or not if you have existing site plan

and an existing use, and you remove all the structure
and in affect start from scratch with the same use and
a new site plan, is that in affect require permit or a
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new spec1a1 permxt? And I thxnk that s the questxon at=
hand. Or does the existing ‘special permit carryover.
You don’t have to have ‘a public hearing and you merely
have to address the site plan issue. I think that’s a
real wonderful thing I can. pass over to our attorney
,,and have him try to sort that out., B i

MR. SCHIEFER' I.have seen what Mobil has done,,gy'
completely take the station down to the ground and .
"build a new attractive filling station but as Mark
pointed out, it’s completely new, it’s the same use but
the building is also new. What do you think?

MR. KRIEGER: With regard to the special permit issue,
I don’t think it matters if. the building is new .or not
but if the purpose behind the special permit law for a
filling station is the gasoline and is the pumps, if
there is any increase or proposed increase in here, in
the useage, or change in the location of where tanks
would be located or pumps would be located which there
is, I think the intent and you have relocated the
islands and I think the intent in enacting the special
permit regulations for gas stations to begin with was
that that ought to be especially monitored and if
you’vre changing this, in any way or increasing it in
any way, I think the intent of the draftsman of the law
was that it would require special permit. The fact
that the Town Board may not have required renewal of
the special permit in the past doesn’t control here
because that’s the past. If you were talking about
simply keeping the same pumps or the same tanks or the
same capacity, there might be an argument there. I
don’t offer any opinion on that argument one way or the
other because I don’t think it’s relevant here. Here
it’s a change and here I think --

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think there’s several things we
ought to check out.

MR. SCHIEFER: My personal opinion I don’t understand
why they need a special permit but I do think since we
do have a new site plan that has to be reviewed
starting from new. Now, they got a filling station
there, they are going to put a filling station there.
In my opinion, and again, I’m not the, I don’t -- they,
we need a permit but I do think we need a site plan
review.




MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They are adding .a car wash.

Septenber 11, 1991

MR. KRIEGER: You're needing a permit for a filling

station.

MR. SCHiEFER:, They have got one.,;

. MR. KRIEGER" They - have a. filllng statlon and they
-propose -to put-another filling: statxon in there but
'they are not the same.

MR . PETRO' The special permit is’ saylng they can put a
filling station on that piece of property, not saying
exactly where on the parcel. Number two, the amount I
Just asked him they are going to have less M.P.D.’s,
which is all the little nozzles, they are having less
with this plan than they had wlth the previous plan.
What more do you want?

MR. KRIEGER: When a special permit is issued, it says
that that particular use which is proposed is
permitted. You change the use, a permit no longer
applies, applies to that particular use and that, at _
that particular time. So, if I think the intent of the
drafts, the people who drafted the law is good. If
you’re going to change it, and the fact that you may
have, if your nozzles, if you’ve got the same number of
pumps --

MR. SCHIEFER: Are there fewer nozzles? 1 understand
there were more.

MR. GARY HUGHES: Thefe’s more nozzles but there’s less
pumps but it’'s fewer fueling points than there are now
and I think that’s really —--

MR. KRIEGER: But each fueling point would be capable
of handling more?

MR. HUGHES: No.

MR . KARTIGANER' Just several different kinds of fuels
more . ‘

MR. VAN LEEquN- I really think we ought to take a
look at the site from there we can make up our mind. I
want to see where the sign sits.
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MR. SCHIEFER: If we’re going to take the time to look .
at the site, I’'d recommend setting a public hearing if
we’re going to because now here’s a suggestion to go to
the State DOT is going to take time, Orange. County
Planning going to take time, review the site, public
hearing, why not do them all ‘at once rather than have.
three separate or four separate items. If we’re going

. to-do-these things, let’s do them all at one time and
"~ when the applicant’s back, they’ll be done.

MR. PETRO: Let'’s bear inVMind when we look at this

that they are, this car wash is 60 feet away from their
. property line, 60 feet. Now, that’s a considerable

amount of feet to be back on that piece of property. I
mean, okay, you have to look out for Pizza Hut but they
have to have some rights here, I mean 60 feet back,
look where they are already, you see what I’m saying?

MR. SCHIEFER: I understand exactly what you’re saying
but my only concern I asked the question already will
this interfer with the sight of Pizza Hut, you know,
they are down in the hole.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Only way is to look at it.

MR. KRIEGER: I’m sure not meaning to indicate that one
particular answer would determine how would you vote
just an item of information you ought to know about.

MR. HUGHES: Can I just ask a -- Gary Hughes and I
represent Mobil, happen to be the project engineer
dedicated a lot of time designing. One of the
questions is, is it their right to be seen across our
property. The Zoning Board of Appeals said no, it is
not. And that was by their law and I understand that
from what the comments I was listening to, you want to
bring the law. However, are we receptive to Pizza Hut
is Mobil in the business to put Pizza Hut out of
business? No, I don’t think so. If this was Exxon,
maybe so we would want to take some of their business.
We want to pump more products but Pizza Hut, no, we are
no way do we want to harm their business in fact by us
doing this and upgrading the site, making it look much
better than it would if it remains the same, we’re
going to help Pizza Hut, in a variety of reasons.

One of the thingé Mobil has started in Connecticut and
has worked out very well is their co-op program where
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we have a pizza sxte that s right next door to our s;te —_—

in Danbury. Connecticut and .in conJunctlon people come
in for a gas fill up, they get a dollar off a pizza.
People can go get a- large pizza and- they get a dollar

- off of a fill up of gas products. An other thing Mobil
‘had paid for all the advertising, radio, they paid. for
‘Ninja Turtles to come out-and stand around which
amounted to over $15,000 of: advertlsxng. The pizza .
~unit cannot pay any of that, we paid for all of that o
and @ think it worked out very well. They are more
than happy to. help us out and again, you know, we are
not trying to take busxness away from Pizza Hut, are
we, No, we are not. .

MR. VAN LEEUUEN: I didn’t even think that was the
intent.

MR. HUGHES: I think it would help one of the other
concerns you had brought up, Mr. VanLeeuwen, about does
it hinder the sight of the Pizza Hut by bringing that.
I don’t think that you’re going to be able just by
going out to the site, if you look at it where it would
- have been if it was back, you know, earlier here.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I want to see when this building is
up, if that’s okay and if that’s okay, then I have no
problems. Only one other thing I°’°d like to know, it
says here 31 feet 11 inches, I want to see from the
corner of this building to the nearest corner of this
building why wasn’t that done?

MR. HUGHES: That'’s much farther, we took it to the
closest point. Thirty-one (31) feet is the closest so
that would be the closest. I can get those distances
for you, if you’d like. I can measure it out with a
rule and they’d probably be about 40 feet or something
like that. But, as far as looking out there, Mr.
VanLeeuwen, what exactly are you looking to see when
you go to that site because there’s no car wash there
now and if. you look out there, it’s really going to be
a bulldlng because the building --

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: IAcan visualize the car wash on the
property. ’ .

MR. HUGHES: To help you, what we did is a rendering
‘and this might be of assistance and Pizza Hut can be
seen in this quite easily. ' ~




MR. KARTIGANER: One of the statements that we had done
Pizza Hut has advertising on the building and we have
the car wash over in this direction now it’s going to
impact the sign a little bit more in our estimation,

that’s one of the things we brought up at the Zoning
.Board of Appeals public hearing that it would-impact

it. I think-in the .public hearing in all honesty,

we -~

MR. SCHIEFER: I think at .the time you satisfied Pizza
Hut and what I see now they have additional concerns
because when that meeting was over they seemed quite
satisfied with the findings of the Zoning Board of
Appeals. However, some of the concerns in this letter
are not addressed in that much detail. The main thing
was the site, I think they are quite happy with what
you had done. However, the Zoning Board of Appeals had

" not allowed it. Now, you have it at a better location.
" Let me ask our attorney another question. You brought

up an interesting question. Does Pizza Hut have any
legal rights to have their visibility there, if the
applicant does not do anything that outside of our
zoning departments, he doesn’t need any variances. He
builds, does Pizza Hut have a legal right?

MR. KRIEGER: No, if they build in accordance with the
law, either the zoning ordinance, they comply with all
the planning and zoning laws and they build, Pizza Hut
has no overriding legal right.

MR. SCHIEFER: 1I’ll go over the paragraph what they
were looking for but --

MR. PETRO: Again, I want to say they are 60 feet off
the road, 60 feet is pretty far. They are going to be
on the other side of the property. They are trying to
satisfy as best they can.

MR. SCHIEFER: What I’m hearing now Pizza Hut, ves,
we’d like to protect their visibility but legally, they
have no claim.

MR. PETRO: Right.
MR. KRIEGER: You know, it would be, it certainly would

be more visible if they owned a different piece of
property but they are limited by that, the property
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they own.

MR. SCHIEFER: Before they had a legal claim because
you were asking for a variance. Now, you no longer
need the variance. That’s why my question is do they

‘have a legal claim?

. MR. VAN LEEUWEN: There’s one other think I’d like to
say. I don’t see a bit of shrubbery. I don’t see
-anything. ‘

"MR. HUGHES:_ We have an extensi?e iandscaping plan‘

which is about $30,000 worth which is much more than is
required.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: ‘Before we.abprove this thing, I°'d
like to go there and see it.

MR. SCHIEFER: Let’s resolve another issue. Does this
have to go back to the Orange County Planning, Andy you
said yes? ’

MR. KRIEGER: If it’s in any way different than —--
MR. SCHIEFER: There’s a new building.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: There’s a new building on the site as
far as I’m concerned, we should cover ourselves, let me
put it to you this way. If we voted and said okay, go
ahead and do it, Pizza Hut could hang their shirt on
us, not sending it to the county can undo what we did.
It would undo it until they approved it. Can’t do
that, got to go.

MR. SCHIEFER: Let’s go back to what I suggested
before, if they have to do any of these things, let’s:
get them all done. I don’t want to come back again and
again and again. Go to the Orange County Planning with
a new plan, know that you have no legal application to
Pizza Hut and if this has to take place, then I’d
suggest well, let’s have the public hearing. The, you
know, because I don’t want to delay this anymore than I
have to but that’s one opinion on the public hearing.
What do you two gentlemen feel? We have split
opinions. - ~

MR. LANDER: Just one thing, didn’t in that letter from
Mr . Shaw, didn’t they mention something about drainage,
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they were concerned.

MR. SCHIEFER: These concerns were not brought up at
the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing.

MR. HUGHES: The drainage issue was addressed at the
Zoning Board of Appeals. They were concerned because

one of the drains from the car wash here, these had =~ - -

- been going back out this way. We. have now eliminated

that totally and brought them back to the inner side of
the property and they come down over here to the
sanitary sewer so they do not go back to the rear at
all. ‘

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The drain. from where —-

MR. HUGHES: These were the ones they were asking
about.

MR. SCHIEFER: They were concerned with drainage,
traffic flow, which was thoroughly discussed,
visibility that was the primary issue and the

developmental coverage.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: How much water are you actually going
to be using?

MR. HUGHES: Total gallonage and I believe I have Ken
Dykstra here from the car wash people to answer those
questions. Ken, if you’d address that, please. How
many gallons are used basically?

MR. KEN DYKSTRA: Basically, we’re using five gallons
of fresh water per car. The rest of it is used out of
the reclaiming system.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Twenty-five (25) gallons recycled and
five (5) gallons fresh water per -—-

MR. DYKSTRA: You’re going to lose some of the 5
gallons of water is not discharged on a per car basis.
When you use that water and you put water under
pressure, atomization through pumping, you lose some
water in evaporation, some on the wall and evaporates
on the floor and there’s a certain amount of carryout
that goes out with the car. If we’ll add maybe a
gallon, okay, if that would be discharged, we have many
systems operating in this area which we can balance off
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" to be zero dxscharge._gust through carry on and

,~evaporatlon.

MR. HUGHES: If sohébéd? leaves the window épeﬁ in the
car, there’s going to be ~some loss.

'MR. DYKSTRA: ‘No matter ‘how you - drlve a: mechanlcally
driven motor vehicle,; you have some water -trapped in

o hub’ caps and things like that and surprisingly enough

1t will really add up over a period of time.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: water and Sewer department okay?

MR. SCHIEFER: Water approved, sewer superseded by
Revision 1.

MR. EDSALL: Sewer Department and Sewer Inspector have
reviewed and inspected it.

MR. SCHIEFER: We are going to go back to the County
Planning, the DOT they are already working with now.
Gets down to the public hearing situation, is it

necessary? 1 do.remember the, there’s no questions.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I’11 throw it out for a vote. I make
a motion we have a public hearing. Let’s get it going.

MR. SCHIEFER: 1I°’ll second the motion we have a public
hearing. Vote whether or not we’re going to have a
public hearing, motion has been made and seconded to
have a public hearing. I’m going to ask for a
discussion. Let me give my part of the discussion.

As I said, I attended the last public hearing held by
‘the Zoning Board of Appeals. The drainage issue was a
‘concern. We have been told they have changed that.

The traffic flow was definitely discussed very
thoroughly, no concern. - Visibility everybody in
attendance was satisfied. However, the building, the

- car wash did not appear after the Zoning Board of
Appeals rejected it. 1 have asked do they have any
legal rights, Pizza Hut to visibility. I have been
told no. Now the only thing is developmental coverage.
These are the concerns, these are the reasons that
these people have asked for a public hearing. Consider
these have to be addressed adequately or do we need
another public hearing? Any further discussion?
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN: -We have to realize one thing, okay, -
if_we don’t have a public hearing and it’s contested by
these people over here, all this work we’re doing is
for naught. It can be contested.

MR. LANDER: We have the right to waive a public -
hearing on this, allvright?_ o ,

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No,'completé’changé of site.

MR. KRIEGER: As a site plan, yes, as a special
permit -- : :

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Site plan permit you have to have a
public hearing. Now, if we.decide not to have a public
hearing, gentlemen, and Pizza Hut decides to contest

it -- ‘

MR. LANDER: We can’t waive it if it’s the law. How
can you waive a public hearing? Well, then that’s a
moot point. You have to have a public hearing.

MR. PETRO: Do we have to by law have a public hearing?
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I°d rather do without it.

MR. KRIEGER: Special permit not necessarily, site plan
is discretionary.

MR. PETRO: Gray area of the special permit and I don’t
agree with that. I don’t see the big change.

MR. SCHIEFER: I don’t see a need for another special
permit. : :

MR. PETRO: We are not here for a special permit, which
means we don’t need a public hearing.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: 1It’s better off we cover ourselves,
if these people make a stink, they can.

MR. KRIEGER: It would give if and you’re now raising
hypothetical questions but hypothetically speaking, if
it were approved and if Pizza Hut brought a, not
picking on Pizza Hut, could be anything else, brought
an Article 78 and went to Supreme Court Judge, the
sending it back to have a public hearing waiting the
finding of the Planning Board, sending it to, back for
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a public hearlng would 1nstantly commend 1tse1f as the
obvious compromise solution and I think. already no
guarantees at all, it would be a likely event not a
guaranteed event. You know if you want to go to the
hypothetlcal, you have two if’s and a maybe =Ye) whxch is
very difficult to predlct. ,

‘MR. EDSALL.' Have you gone on record w1th an actual

date when this special permit was granted for the
original station?

MR. KARTIGANER: We don’t have --
MR. HUGHES: The actual, I don’t have that date.

MR. EDSALL: I know you’re saying it’s an existing
special permit use you’re looking to continue but did
they ever legally receive a special permit? 1Is this
one on file, a date of a Board action, either Town
Board, Planning Board?

MR. HUGHES: Yes, there is. When we first came to
build here but if you’re asking me what that date is, I
don’t know.

MR. BABCOCK: Do you have an approxxmate date when this
statlon was built?

MR. KARTIGANER: We have the Zoning Board of Appeals
approval for the original variances on the station
itself for that last rebuild, which in is ’82.

- MR. EDSALL: That’s the variance for building setbacks

and such.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: All it did is change some of the
islands but not touch the building.

MR. BABCOCK: As you’re aware, some time in
approximately 1986, is when the special permit phase
went from Zoning Board of Appeals to Planning Board.
So, now it’s very unclear and I’ve been looking for it
also in the file, we don’t have it in our file because
the Planning Board didn’t do special permits before
that. So, if this was done before °86, which I’m sure
and that’s what I was looking for you to say what the
date is.
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MR.VHUGHES: ‘I_wasﬁ’tjfaﬁiiiéfiQiﬁhAﬁhét ddte;vﬂiké,
but I can find out that date for you. 1 can get that

date if that'’s the only concern holding up on the

special permit use. What I’d like to request is get
approval on that, then assuming that the special permit

‘use has been after 1986, if it was before 1986 and that
_you feel it’s now: the duty to slow us down, I guess
" ‘what I look at is delaying us really until next vear
‘now which would in turn you have to consider Matt and

Tommy Florio here, these guys are going out on a limb
and it’s their livelyhood. Do you want someone to take
your business away from you becausé someone wants to be
seen across your property which I believe in my mind
and you have to kind of look at it --

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think what you’re doing, you’re
getting the wrong drift. What I’m trying to say is,
guys, let’s do everything right so there’s no cause
from Pizza Hut or anybody else can say wait a minute,
we’re going to go to court and stop you because that’s
what they can do, pull an Article 78 and you'll be
dead. This way that might take 30 days but when you’re
all done, you’ll be done legally. We’re trying to
cover for you. Now, there’s a question do they have
the special permit?

MR. BABCOCK: If they do have one, it was not issued by
this Board. That’s what I’m trying to say.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: But there’s a question.

MR. SCHIEFER: Let me add my opinion. The only reason
I see for a public hearing is to protect ourselves on a
lot of uncertainties. It has nothing to do with
anything in this letter because these items have been
addressed. I completely agree, it should be back to
the Orange County Planning. I don’t see delaying this
until next year and I repeat I°’d like to get everything
done at once.

~ MR. VAN LEEUWEN: But I want to get it done right.

MR. SCHIEFER: Ready for a vote on the motion we made
and seconded. - :

MR. PETRO: The only reason I’11 now vote the way I
will vote on the public hearing is because of the
uncertainty of the special permit but not because of
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the letter and because I think that they are going to
have any problem. ‘

MR. SCHIEFER: I don’t think there’s anything in that
letter to make me go for a public hearing. Voting on

yes, we should have a public hearing.

~ ROLL CALL:
Mr . Petro Aye
Mr . VanLeeuwen Aye
Mr . Dubaldi Relunctantly, ves
Mr . Lander Aye
Mr. Schiefer Aye

MR. BABCOCK: Can I ask one more question of the
applicant? In front of the car wash, there’s a 10 by
10 area and behind it there’s a 10 by 15 area. Are
these Jjust concrete slabs or are they part of the
construction of the car wash? 1 notice because of the
setback now and that’s the only reason and I bring the
question up before it was a variance item.

MR. HUGHES: They are Jjust concrete slabs.

MR. BABCOCK: No roofs or canopies over those? They
are Jjust slabs on the ground? '

MR. HUGHES: Yes, that is correct. Just for the cars
to drive up.

MR. EDSALL: Are the double lines some type of trench
drain?

MR. HUGHES: No, negative, that was you’re talking
about directly in front?

MR. EDSALL: Looks like it’s tied into the catch basins
on each end.

MR. HUGHES: Yes.

MR. EDSALL: Not any overhead structures, just trench
drains? :

MR. HUGHES: Yes.
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MR. KARTIGANER: Would the drafting changes be -
acceptable? You had a few comments as far as like --

MR. EDSALL: Very minor comments. The plan as far . as

" I’'m concerned just again, I just agree that the Board

should be careful not to have this application in .
Jjeopardy belng overturned as. part of an Article 78 but

. the plan is in good shape. There’s. some minor. commentsf
“here. , ,

MR. SCHIEFER: Mike, schedule this for a site visit.
MR. BABCOCK: Also, Orange County Planning?

MR. SCHIEFER: Can we put this on the next agenda for a
public hearing?

MR. EDSALL: Will they be ready?
MR. KARTIGANER: we’ll be ready.

MR. SCHIEFER: I don’t want to delay it until the next
year but you see what is happening here.

MR. HUGHES: Article 78, and I’m not a lawyer, I’m not
an attorney, I can add and subtract but I can’t talk
Jibberish. 1 didn’t mean that as a cut either. I just
don’t understand the law sometimes but if this Article
78 exactly what does it tell us that we must do or that
you must do for liability and I assume that’s why —-

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Can I explain to you very easily. If
Pizza Hut has a problem with the sign, they don’t have
to use the sign against you at all, if we don’t do
everything that’s right 100% according to Hoyle, they
can come back and pull an Article 78. That means the
whole project is dead until after it goes to court.
That could take a year or six months.

MR. KRIEGER: I’m not sure if asking the question
whether it’s understood exactly everybody on the Board
here understands but when the applicant understands
what an Article 78 is, it refers to a section of the
Civil Practice Law and Rules, it just happens to be the
section of the law and what it says is if a person
who’s aggrieved under the law and there’s a limit as to
who can do this, not Jjust any volunteer who feels
aggrieved can do this.
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MR. HUGHES: Must be somebody directly affected by it?

MR . KRIEGER: Baéically,_yes; There’s some complicated
rules on who qualifies and who doesn’t. Clearly

~ somebody like Pizza Hut they are not the only oneé,”if

they don’t like a determination, and they feel they
have a.legal basis to .object, that’s what they’re

- talking about the sign, the real reason may be the sign

but that’s not a, if they say that’s not a legal basis,
let’s find something else like the Planning Board
didn’t adhere to the necessary procedures. They go to
the Supreme Court within 30 days from the time that
this Board takes action and they say to the Supreme
Court overturn that action because they didn’t do as
they should have. They didn’t comply with their own
rules. They didn’t comply with the laws regarding how

‘they should do things and on such an application which
then would probably be pending in the court for certain

months by the time you file a petition, answer the
petition and go through those procedures, the Supreme
Court would then be faced with about three
alternatives, ultimately when it was right for a
decision and those alternatives are upholding the
decision of the Planning Board, what I’'m telling you
would apply -- overturn it and substitute the court’s
own determination or send it back with specific
instructions do it over again and do this right this
time. Of course, the language is somewhat different
but that’s the net effect. The mere bringing of an
Article 78 first of all it’s routinely true that a
Supreme Court will then stay the applicant from doing
anything else, he’ll put a stay on you, everything
stops, then it’s decided and if it’s decided however
long it takes to work its way through the courts,
usually in an Article 78, you’re talking about months,
I hesitate to say for the record how many months but
it’s a considerable amount of time.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Six months to a year, normally.

MR. KRIEGER: Then once the determination is made, if
the Supreme Court selects the overturn option, further
delay in either case built into that. This is what I
have told you is really the mechanics of what an
Article 78 is all about and this is why I presume to
speak to the Board, this is why the Members of the
Board are so concerned because they are looking at a
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g cdnsxderéﬁle time delay. You re also looklng at a

considerable expense to ba51cally accomplish no

A physxcal pPurpose.

MR. HUGHES' 50 that then, what is’it that would be

_possible not right if.you guys were to approve if the.

Plannxng Board excuse me the spec1al permxt because it

was xssued before 19867

MR. KRIEGER: First of all, it’s not a concern to the
Board at this point that it was not having been
produced or identified, that’s number one question was
it issued at all. -Number two, what were its terms when
it was issued. You only know by looking at the special
permit. Number three, because there are changes here,
are they the kind of changes that can require a new
special permit. The old one was not required to be
renewed as would it would require a new special permit.
If the Board were to take a position, go out on a limb
so to speak and say no, we don’t need an application
for a new special permit, then you leave it up to an
objectant to go into the Supreme Court and say ah ha,
here are the other factors, here are the factors they
changed the conditions and they should have had a
special permit. This is the origin of my comment
before under those circumstances faced with an Article
78, there would be a strong invitation to a Supreme
Court Justice to look and say I’m not going to do
either, either uphold or reverse, send it back and have
a public hearlng.

MR. PETRO: I think we'beat_this to death.

MR. KRIEGER: What I have saxd is for the purpose of
helping the applicant.

MR. SCHIEFER: Thirty (30) day delay versus the risk of
six to twelve months plus legal action. I really think
this is the proper way to go. I do want to get this
thing done as soon as possible. 1 personally have no
objection to this site plan. Does anyone else have any
concerns?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The only thing I want to say is the
shrubbery detail.

MR. SCHIEFER: Mr. Kartiganer says there is an
extensive landscaping, Just bring that in. Any other
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concerns?
" MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No.

MR. DUBALDI: Are we going to go down?

MR.. SCHIEFER: Can you get this. one within two weeks?

I doubt if you can.notify the people you’re-going to .
have to go through that. I suspect it will be 30 days,
if you can do it, fine. I have no problem. Go to Myra
in the morning. - ~

MR. KARTIGANER: We already have the list.
MR. SCHIEFER: Meet the réquirements as soon as the

~letter is in place, we’ll put you back on and have the
public hearing and go with it from there.
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MOBIL OIL SITE PLAN

NYS ROUTES 32 AND 94 (5 CORNERS)

90-50

11 SEPTEMBER 1991

THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE COMPLETE REMOVAL OF

THE EXISTING BUILDING ON THE SITE AND CONSTRUCTION
OF NEW SERVICE ISLANDS, NEW RETAIL BUILDING AND A
NEW CAR WASH. THE PLAN WAS PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT
THE 27 FEBRUARY 1991 AND 22 MAY 1991 PLANNING
BOARD MEETING.

1. As the Board may recall, this application was referred to the
Zoning Board of Appeals for several variances. The referral was
last; revised on 25 June 1991.

A comparison of the plan referred to the ZBA versus this latest
plan appears to indicate that the car wash has been moved further
away from the westerly property line and the fuel storage tanks
re-located to the south of the service building. Some
re—-arrangement of the parking spaces has also resulted.

The plan appears to indicate that variances have been granted
relative to the canopy installation only. This should be
verified and, in addition, the date of the Zoning Board decision
should be added to the "variance table" on the plan.

© 2. With regard to the lot area provided, it should be noted that the
"net area®™ is a pre-existing condition. In addition, the site
plan should be corrected to indicate a side yard setback
requirement of 30' to the south, not 40' as indicated on the
plan.

3. Other than those items noted above, the "required" and "provided".
values indicated on the bulk tables appear correct for the site.
As such, it is my understanding that the Applicant has received
all variances necessary for this latest version of the plan.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania
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PROJECT NAME:  MOBIL OIL SITE PLAN

- PROJECT LOCATION: NYS ROUTES 32 AND 94 (5 CORNERS)

PROJECT NUHBER 90-50

,DATE' 11 SEPTEHBER 1991 .
vAIthough the plan does provide for the required number -of parkxng

'~ spaces, the "parking requirements“ table on the plan should be
revised to indicate the total eight (8) spaces depicted on the
plan. ,

5. At this time, fhe Applicant has responded to all previous
engineering comments. I am aware of no further
technical/engineering concerns regarding this site plan. After
the Board has made a review of this latest version of the site
plan, further engineering reviews w111 be made, as deemed
necessary by the Planning Board. 7

6. The Planning Board may wish to assume the position of Lead Agency
under the SEQRA process.

7. The Planning Board should schedule the mandatory Public Hearing
for this Special Permit, per the requirements of Paragraph
48-35(A) of the Town Zoning Local Law.

8. Submittal of this plan/application to the New York State

Department of Transportation and Orange County Planning
Department will be required.

lyss ed,

Maftk/J/ Bdsall, P.E.

Plann
MJEmk

" A:MOB

inhg/Board Engineer
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CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765
RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
PROJECT NAME: MOBIL OIL SITE PLAN
PROJECT ILOCATION: NYS ROUTES 32 AND 94 (5 CORNERS)
PROJECT NUMBER: . 90-50 . . .
DATE: 13 NOVEMBER 1991
DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE COMPLETE REMOVAL OF

THE EXISTING BUILDING ON THE SITE AND CONSTRUCTION
OF NEW SERVICE ISLANDS, A NEW RETAIL BUILDING AND
A NEW CAR WASH. THE PLAN WAS PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED
AT THE 27 FEBRUARY 1991, 22 MAY 1991,

11 SEPTEMBER 1991 AND 16 OCTOBER 1991 PLANNING
BOARD MEETINGS.

1. The most recent meeting was a Public Hearing, at which time the
overall project was reviewed in detail. As a result of the
Board's review of the application, several areas of concern were
identified which requlred further review. With regard to each of
these items, the status is noted as follows:

a. Drainage - The plan has been revised such that the area
previously being drained toward the adjoining Pizza Hut
(lands n/f Gardner) are now being positively drained through
a catch basin, which is connected to the State DOT
collection system. Correspondence is in file indlcatlng
that the drainage area directed toward Pizza Hut is being
decreased as part of this site plan; as well, the Applicant
has communicated directly with the adjoining property owner
to discuss this revision. Based on my review, it is my
opinion that this matter has been resolved.

b. Landscaping - At the Public Hearing, the Applicant presented
a landscaping plan for the Board's review. Following that
meeting, I requested that the Planning Board Secretary
forward a copy of this plan to the local representative of
the New York State Department of Transportation; it is my
understanding that he subsequently indicated no cbjection to
the proposed landscaping plan. My only concern is that the
property owner maintain the plantings, such that same do not
become overgrown and pose a detriment to required sight
distances from the curd cuts.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsyivania
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c. Site Lighting - As per the request of the Board, the
Applicant has submitted a site lighting plan, which I have
reviewed, and herewith advise the Board that it is my
opinion that same is acceptable for this site.

d. DOT Permit - The Board requested the status of the DOT
Permit. The Applicants have submitted a copy of
Permit No. 25970 wlth regard to thls appllcatlon.

The Plannlng Board should require that a bond estimate be
submitted for this Site Plan in accordance with Paragraph A(1) (9)
of Chapter 19 of the Town Code (this can be a condition of
approval, if the Board so desires).

The Board is reminded that not only site plan approval is
required for this application, a Special Permit is also required.
Further, the Board should determine if the special permit will
have a permit period applied, or if the special permit will be
"open ended", subject only to "recall” if a problem develops.

At this time, I am aware of no engineering reason why this
application could not receive approval, conditional on the items

/natep above and any other items identified by the Board.

Mark J/. /Edsal’l 'P.E.
Planning Board Engineer

MJEmk

A:MOBIL4 .mk
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MOBIL OIL SITE PLAN (90-50) ROUTE 32 & 94

- Mr. Scott Kaftiganer and éary Hughes came béfore the

Board representing this proposal.

MR. SCHIEFER: Last time the applicant was here our
concern-was drainage. I have been told by Mr. Edsall

. this has been addressed.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: In the left-hand corner we had a
problem, the way the land is.

MR. KARTIGANER: Since that last meeting, we have
addressed that and taken the drainage from this catch
basin which at the last meeting had drained this
direction onto the McDonalds property, redirected it
across the property and into the New York State DOT
drainage path. We are giving it back to New York. The
only other item from the last meeting was we Jjust
relocated some trees on the landscaping plan and it was
Just a drafting error where we took them from inside
the DOT right-of-way and now it’s on, put them on our
pProperty.

MR. SCHIEFER: Any other questions on this, gentlemen,
those were the two items we had at the last meeting.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I don’t see any other problems.
MR . DUBALDI: No comments.

MR. SCHIEFER: We have addressed the two concerns. If
not, I°l]l entertain a motion fTor some kind of action.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Two things we have to make a motion
on. One thing we have to do, we have to approve the
site plan. We have to do that first. And then we have
to approve the special permit, special permit I suggest
we do for one year or two years.

MR . SCHIEFER: Let’s address the site plan first then
we’ll go onto the special permit. I know that’s part
of the thing here. Any comments on the site plan?
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: 1’11 make a motion to approve.

MR. PETRO: What about the bond estimate?
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MR. BABCOCK: That has to do with the engineer.

MR. SCHIEFER: See item 2.

MR. BABCOCK: I don’t ‘think that that should nold up
the approval of the project.
MR. EDSALL: That should be a condition. of the site

plan approval that that be filed prior to stamping of
the plan.

MR. PETRO: By Jjust mentioning, when you just mentioned
it is now in the minutes.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: All fees, all bonding will be
included in my motion.

MR. SCHIEFER: All fees and all bonding will be
addressed prior to the plans being stamped and
approved. Do I have a second?

MR. LANDER: I°’l]l second it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We have some comments from Mark here
and I°’°m just reading them. Most of it is special
permit. Only thing public hearing.

MR. EDSALL: Majority of the comments are status, to
let you know these have been taken care of. One of the
items was negative declaration sc before you move on
approval, you should take care of that.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I withdraw the motion and make a
motion to declare a negative declaration.

MR. LANDER: I°1ll second it.

ROLL CALL:

Mr. Petro Avye
Mr . VanLeeuwen Aye
My . Lander Aye
Mr . Dubaldi aye
Mr . Schiefer Aye

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I make a motion to approve, Mr.
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Chairman, subject to all bondlng and all fees are .

collected before the maps are stamped

MR. SCHIEFER: Site plan approval’>

MR.AVAN LEEUWEN: Slte plan approval.

MR. LANDER: 1’11 second itragain.

MR. SCHIEFER: Motion has been made and seconded  we
approve the site plan of Mobil 0il on the Five Corners
subject to the conditions Mr. VanLeeuwen spelled out.

ROLL CALL:

My . Petro Aye
- Mr. VanLeeuwen Aye
Mr . Dubaldi Aye
Mr . Lander Aye
Mr . Schiefer Aye

"MR. SCHIEFER: Now, let’s get into this while we’re

here on the special permit. Do we want to do it for
one or two vyears?

MR. LANDER: Two years.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I agree.

MR. SCHIEFER: I agree.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The only reason why I’m saying two
vyears in case the place starts deterrviorating they have
got to come back. We have a little control over it.
MR. LANDER: 1It’s not going to happen the first year.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think it’s very fair.

MR. SCHIEFER: Any problem with that?

MR. KARTIGANER: I just request that Mobil is a very
strong company and if we can get it to be open ended as

I commented in Mark Edsall’s --

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We can’t give you an open ended
special permit, it’s limited. Believe me, normally the
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limit -is one year, we are already giving you two.

MR. KARTIGANER: That'’s consistent with all the gas
stations in town?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: If they need a special permit.
You’re in an area where you need a special permit. He
has to come back in two years -actually what it is to
review the plan we go out and take a look at it. If
it’s satisfactory, we’ll give you another two vyears.

MR. KARTIGANER: Okay.

"MR. SCHIEFER: Mobil keeps it the way they keep the

other stations, it won’t be any problem at all getting
the extended permits. Make a motion that the special
permit be granted?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: 1’1l so move.
MR. PETRO: 1’11 second it.

MR. SCHIEFER: Motion has been made and seconded we
grant two year special permit to Mobil 0il Site Plan at
Five Corners.

MR. HUGHES: What are the conditions of that special
use permit for the review? :

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You cannot put a, you know, put a gas
station there for a special permit for two years the
zoning does not allow you to have a gas station there.

MR. HUGHES: I understand in two years you come back
and say okay we don’t like Mobil, let’s say I don’t
know what would clue you into saying that and we have
to rip out the station.

MR. DUBALDI: Not finishing the site plan.
MR. KRIEGER: Not maintaining the landscaping.

MR. LANDER: Don’t be so pessimistic, you’re opening a
can of worms.

MR. SCHIEFER: If it deterriorates like across the
street that would be a reason, I don’t want to mention
anything.
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: MR;~HUGHES: I wént to méke sure I undersiéhd‘

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It became Junky, cans laylng around
stuff lxke that we Jump on you.

MR . HUGHES Okay.

MR SCHIEFER - But, I cannot foresee it happening. I
do understand your concern, naturally. '

'MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We have to eateries on each side of
~you, we want to make sure it’s kept reasonably clean

property and 1’11 tell you normally we lee a one year
now we’re giving two years --

MR. SCHIEFER: 1If not, we®ll vote on it.

ROLL CALL:

My . Petro Aye
My . VanlLeeuwen Aye
Mr . Dubaldi Aye
Mr . Lander Aye
Mr . Schiefer Aye
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0O Main Office
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)
) New Windsor, New York 12553
’ (914) 562-8640
PC . O Branch Office
: 400 Broad Street
MCGOEY’ HAUSER and EDSALL Milford, Pennsylivania 18337
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. ’ (717) 296-2765
RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E. -
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
PROJECT NAME: MOBIL OIL SITE PLAN
PROJECT LOCATION: NYS ROUTES 32 AND 94 (5 CORNERS)
PROJECT NUMBER: 90-50
DATE: 13 NOVEMBER 1991
DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE COMPLETE REMOVAL OF

THE EXISTING BUILDING ON THE SITE AND CONSTRUCTION
OF NEW SERVICE ISLANDS, A NEW RETAIL BUILDING AND
A NEW CAR WASH. THE PLAN WAS PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED
AT THE 27 FEBRUARY 1991, 22 MAY 1991,

11 SEPTEMBER 1991 AND 16 OCTOBER 1991 PLANNING
BOARD MEETINGS.

1. The most recent meeting was a Public Hearing, at which time the
overall project was reviewed in detail. As a result of the
Board's review of the application, several areas of concern were
identified which required further review. With regard to each of
these items, the status is noted as follows:

a. Drainage - The plan has been revised such that the area
previously being drained toward the adjoining Pizza Hut
(lands n/f Gardner) are now being positively drained through
a catch basin, which is connected to the State DOT
collection system. Correspondence is in file indicating
that the drainage area directed toward Pizza Hut is being
decreased as part of this site plan; as well, the Applicant
has communicated directly with the adjoining property owner
to discuss this revision. Based on my review, it is my
opinion that this matter has been resolved.

b. Landscaping - At the Public Hearing, the Applicant presented
a landscaping plan for the Board's review. Following that
meeting, I requested that the Planning Board Secretary
forward a copy of this plan to the local representative of
the New York State Department of Transportation; it is my
understanding that he subsequently incdicated no objection to
the proposed landscaping plan. My only concern is that the
property owner maintain the plantings, such that same do not
become overgrown and pose a detriment to required sight
distances from the curb cuts.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS

—2-
PROJECT NAME: -~ MOBIL OIL SITE PLAN.
PROJECT LOCATION:  NYS ROUTES 32 AND 94 (5 CORNERS)
. PROJECT NUMBER: ~  90-50
DATE: 13 NOVEMBER 1991

- C. Site Lighting - As per the request of the Board, the
Applicant has submitted a site lighting plan, which I have
reviewed, and herewith advise the Board that it is my
opinion that same is acceptable for this site.

-da. DOT Permit - The Board requested the status of the DOT
Permit. The Applicants have submitted a copy of"
Permit No. 25970 with regard to this application.

2. The Planning Board should require that a bond estimate be
submitted for this Site Plan in accordance with Paragraph A(1) (9)
of Chapter 19 of the Town Code (this can be a condition of
approval, if the Board so desires).

3. The Board is reminded that not only site plan approval is
required for this application, a Special Permit is also required.
Further, the Board should determine if the special permlt will
have a permit period applied, or if the special permit will be
"open ended", subject only to "recall"™ if a problem develops.

4, At this time, I am aware of no engineering reason why this
application could not receive approval, conditional on the items
-~noted above and any other items identified by the Board.

7 W -

Mark J/./Edsall, [P.E.
Plannj ng Board Engineer

MJEnk
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_TOVS*_J OF NEW WINDSOR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

October 30, 1991

New York State Dept. of Transportation
Dickson Street
Newburgh, NY 12550

ATTENTION: MR. DONALD CREENE

SUBJECT: MOBIL OIL SITE PLAN - P.B. #90-50
RT. 32 & 94 - VAILS GATE, NY

Dear Mr. Greene:

Please ,find attached the latest revision to subject site plan.
Please let me know in writing if the plans are acceptable to your
department.

The applicant has requested to be on our November 13, 1991
Planning Board Agenda for final review and approval. TIf you
could respond before that date, it would be greatly appreciated.

If you should have any additional questions on this matter,
please contact our office at (914) 565-8800 Ext. 615.

Thank You.

Very truly yours,

/%Wﬂ/ A WM

y a L. Mason,
Secretary for the Planning Bocrd

MLM



KARTIGANER

ASSOCIATES, P.C.
PN BCONSULTING ENGINEERS

555 BLOOMING GROVE TURNPIKE « NEWBURGH, NY 12550-7896 « (914]) 562 - 4331

28 October 1991

Town of New Windsor
Planning Board

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12553

ATTENTION: CARL SCHEIFER, PLANNING BOARD CHAIRMAN
SUBJECT: MOBIL STATION 06N2X, VAILS GATE, NEW YORK
Dear Mr. Scheifer:

Please find attached the following items pertaining to the SUBJECT
project.

1. Fourteen (14) Landscapes Plan revised to show all proposed °
trees to be planted on Mobil property.

2. Fourteen (14) Site Plans indicating no drainage discharge (at
CB "5") onto adjacent property.

3. One (1) Lighting Study per your request for the site.
4. One (1) copy of DOT Highway Permit for the site.

5. One (1) copy Minutes of conversation between Fred Gardner and
Gary Hughes dated 18 October 1991.

As per the Planning Board's request, a Mobil representative, Gary
Hughes, met with the owner of the Pizza Hut property. The general
drainage pattern as per Gary was acceptable to the property owner.
Also as per your request at the meeting, for the record it shall be
noted that the plan as designed at this time drains less of an area
onto the Pizza Hut property than is currently existing in the
field.

We trust that the enclosed are inclusive>of all items that the
Board requires. We are requesting that the Board consider this
submittal for final site plan approval. '

0;0./ o | 7, V ° . 7 |
/{O/ﬂzw 17 e {2% Al 1o ﬁ&zl%{\/dmb@




Véiiztrhly:yoﬁrs,
~ KARTIGANER ASSOCIATES, P.cC.
Scott ' T. Kartig;i2§;/;jgj-
Project Engineer
cc: w/encl: Gary Hughes, Mobil 0il Corp.

STK: 1mm
Encl.a/s

di 141 .
"edsall.ltr
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e b Luabmty lnsurance

‘ﬁ Drsabrlny Beneﬁt (‘,‘overa%01

S THE PERMITTEE IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE MAINTENANCE AND PBOTECT!ON OF TRAFFIC IN ADDITION ANYBODY WORKING IN
i T;HE RIGHT OF WAY IS REQUIRED TO WEAR A HARD HAT AND A REFLECTIVE SAFETY VEST :

3 '_“.COUNY — URA"GE G Mumc|pal|ty R HEW WIKDSOR - E ; f o Route # —_ 94

; ' as set forth and represented in the attached applrcatron at the pamcular locauon or area or over the routes as ; :

STATE or= NEW YORK = DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOHTATION o B -
1025970 .

08-91-~ -5970 "

o .$~;;_: £:200.00 *~ Permit No.

o g zog gg ‘Est. Compl Date 06/30/92
~ Total’ Recelved» 8 L - - S
ChGCROTMO No;lﬁil "‘““'/ﬁ?n_ S i SHNO oo 54

R UL Deposnt Rec. for $
Pollcy NO ERM 17 on “file R '. 1/01/91 Chock or MO.No. - S ,

Pollcy No .1976(7_32 7 e :
Pem'ueg-HUBIL OIL CORP. /Cha,ge m"Bond No. <87 1 0.00)
30 'BROADWAY . | Lo or Undenakmg on File
R HMTHOR“E‘ NY 10“32 """ Workmen's Com gensatlon .
| e i _Po_lrcero. BCLE483 |

" Return of Deposit Made Payable to:
~'i" (Complete if different from Permittee)

¢

Bllllng Address SRR e
(Complete rf dlﬂerent from abOVe)

1
i

' Under the provrsrons ‘of the Hrghway Law or Vehlcle & Traff [ Law perrmssu)n rs hereby granted to the perrmttee to: ; o
" RELDCATE CURBING AT SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE INTERSECTION OF ROUTES 32 AND 94 TO PROVIDE ACCESSTDIIDILS‘MTIDHOSIZ
xmmnmmwmmnsm MDIMMDMSHHBIHHAEMMWBZTNSOIM,M, MULCHED

: . : . . : . :

i Lot . i : . : H : . { -

ki H ! X i i <3 4] :
: i g :

Fr e, Rt -,;_.‘ ’.

stated therein, if required; and pursuant to the conditions and regulations whether, general or special, and methods

of performing work if any; all of which are set forth in the application and form of this permit. gk
POUGHEEEPSIE, K.Y,
. Dated at. , “10/15/91 . ) Commrssroner of Transponat-on )
Da(e ﬂed i ;. : . - . Lieragn R
Dot Sloned TN van. R N
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e VPjDate

: :,::To HIGHWAY PERMIT SECTION

'fiDate s

) whlchever is appropnate is requested

N K

C ;:)The Ftegronal Offtc _wrll forward thr ' _:

Department of Transportatlon

IMPOFITANT -

Y i : ? C . v
il Thls permit, with applrcatron and dl'anl'lg (or- coples thereof) attached* shall be placed .%‘*C/

in the hands of the contractor before any work begins.

7 (914)562-4020 : : NEWBURGH, NEW YORK 12550

DELNERED TO THE RESIDENT ENGINEER

' Work authonzed by thls Permlt was completed on (Date)

Refund of dephsrt or return of bond or reductlon ot amount charged agamst bond or deposrt on file for thls permit

S A

AUTHORIZED AGENT (IF ANY)

[ISEIENE T I . §

-PERMITTEE

Upon acceptance of work performed as satrstactonly completed the Resident Englneer will sign the followmg and ° '

forward fo the Regional Offlce

1] Refund of Deposit on this Pen'mt is authonzed." S weLEL
~"[']1 Retumn of Bond furnished for this Permit is authorized. ™ = : -%: + 1

- [ 1 Amount charged against Blanket Bond for this permit may be cancelled

2111 Hetam Bond tor future permrts Hio -

,.::f'f The rssurng authonty reserves the right to suspend or revoke thls penmt at rts drscretron wrthout a heanng or the
. necessrty ot showmg cause, erther before or dunng the operatnons authorrzed. ,

The Permmee mll cause an approved copy of the applrcatlon to be and remain attached hereto until all work under
the permit is satistactorily completed, in accordance with the terms of the attached a edpplrcatron All damaged or
" disturbed areas resulting from work performed ’pursuant to thrs permlt wull be repalr to the satlsfactlon of the

NOTlCE Before wf{ﬂﬁftfﬂﬁd and upon its completuon the permlttee abs?ltiteh{mt M the Resident Engmeer, :

TR .A-.mt.,‘“
i

UPON COMPLET ION OF WORK AUTHORIZED THE FOLLOWING WILL BE COMPLETED AND SIGNED BY THE PEHMITI'EE AND

'

[T

. Work authonzed by thls Permlt has been satlsfactonly completed and is accepted (Reverse side ot this form must be :
i completed) . - ] , ‘ . ) L
‘Date 7"

i Upon completnon of the work wrthm the state hlghway nght-oHva authonzed by the work permit, the person, firm, -

ration, - municipality, - or : state- department : agency,~ or ils successors in -interest, shall be for
ntenanceandrepalrofsuchworkassetforthwrthmthetermsandoondmonsoltheworkperm .
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Mobil Oil Corporation N

HAWTHORNE. NY 10532

October 24, 1991

" Fred Gardner
52 Elm Street
Huntington, NY 11743

06-N2X
VAILS GATE, NY 12550

Dear Fred:

Per our conversation on Monday, October 21, 1991, Mobil 0il
Corporation has redirected the drain pipe from the southwest
catch basin toward the inside of our property. The subject catch
basin will no longer drain onto the Pizza Hut parking lot.

I also understand from our phone conversation that, with the
indicated change in drainage direction, you no longer have any
problems with the Rebuild site plan.

A copy of this letter will be sent to the Town Engineer and the
Planning Board. Please confirm our conversation by sending a
letter to the Planning Board with a copy to myself.

Thank you for your support in this matter.

Sincerely,

f)‘uzQ\D
ry Hugh
Projert Engineer

GEH/pcb

cc: Kartiganer Associates
Mark Edsell, Town Engineer
Planning Board, New Windsor
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Mr. SCOtt Kartlgane_
',thls proposal.ﬂ:;

'not1f1ed ‘so. wé have " no’ problem Wlth that:

We: normally ,
. don’t make decxsxons the nlght of the hearlng, if - -
there’s no- opposxtlon.,we might: but I don’t think
that’s what’s going to. happen. This is a pub11c~ N
hearing. Before I open it to the publlc, 1”11 ask Mr.
Kartiganer to present what they are 901ng to do. It’s
all yours, sir. e

‘MR. KARTIGANER: All right, since our last meeting,

. what we have done pretty much since our last meeting,

we are here for a special permit on the property Jjust
to reiterate what we had done, we have moved the car
wash which this is the car wash, this is the building
and the canopy over here. We have relocated the car
wash to be 100% within zoning. We did not get that
variance. We prepared a table which is on that map as
per the request and those items are all taken care of.
One other item that was done in this drawing which has
been removed by Mark, we moved the building forward a
bit to get more space to take care of the car wash

- because we are little bit more constrained on area.

One of the things that did happen also which was a
comment we are now down to five parking places as
opposed to original application where the car wash we
had required variance which had eight. That’s still
within the zoning and that was because of the
constraints on the site area. We do have a DOT permit.
We don’t have it in hand right now, it’s in the mail.
This was confirmed with Debbie Fayot (Phonetic) of the
DOT and the Resident Engineer, Don Green.

Landscape plan, this is the landscape plan, is very
similar to the ones that we have shown, been showing
constantly and mostly it Just takes into account the
changes that had happened onto the rear of the
property. This is pretty much 100% as it’s been which
had included the hemlocks which Mr. VanLeeuwen
commented on. Really those are the only changes that
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MR KARTIGANER These two are,i h S has’ not been

poured yet. -The reason being it’s- because it would hot
be able to service the existing pumps the way they are,

it would create a dangerous sxtuatxon.ﬁ;‘_

" MR. SCHIEFER- The Planning: Board d1d visit the site

and I gather that the size of the: bulldlng has actually
been reduced overall. : e

MR. KARTIGANER: Correct.

MR. SCHIEFER: 1Is there anyone here from Pizza Hut?

I’m surprised there is not. We did look at the site
and it does have some impact on being able to see it.
But, we got a definition the last time and I have asked
Andy. to be prepared for that legally we are not
breaking and rules and regulations as long as you
people don’t ask for a variance and as I said at the
last meeting, I sat in on that meeting with the Zoning
Board of Appeals and I recognize what you’re doing does
not require any variance. I don’t really see any
problems with that. With that, are there any questions
or comments from the Members of the Board?

MR. MC CARVILLE: Two questlons._ One I assume that

you’re on your bulk regulations the area of the
easement has been subtracted?

MR. KARTIGANER: Yes, it has.

MR. MC CARVILLE: Number 2, there'wéé a problem which
existed with illegal parklng lot serving the employees
of McDonalds that apparently crossed your property.

This new site plan will eliminate access to that
parking lot?




"MR MC CARVILLE 'So, no- longer an ex1t7

MR. SCHIEFER: o
-~.parking lot is.shut off. and_they do not. cross.their.:..

"k;MR.’MC_CAkViLLE:

__next door to you, okay.

MR KARTIGANER" That s correct.;»;

The DoT put thexr curblng and that

roperty but - that?’s no longer -an . 1ssue.:ﬂTh
ﬁthere s no longer any access that

'Théifé the‘bnly dﬁeétibﬁéii’héVé}f."”
Thank you. :

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I have a couple questions. Now,
there’s a little problem with the view for the property
Now, we have got those
hemlocks planted we are going to have them planted, can

we keep them to a minimum to 4 feet, Paul,

no higher

than 3 1/2 to 4 feet can they be cut?

That’s why I

asked for the hemlocks so they can be cut.
MR. SCHIEFER: The ones that would block out Pizza
Hut --

MR. KARTiGANER: Well, we have just not to change
anything right now but these right here these are not
hemlocks, these are more of a shorter type of shrub.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: What kind of tree is it?

MR. KARTIGANER: Eastern burning bush, comes about this

high and hemlocks here are only mostly for the
structure of the car wash now so in other words, they

are perhaps this is the only tree that would be causing
any disturbance.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Even the burning bush can be cut.

MR. KARTIGANER: Yes, £hey can be maintained.

MR. GARY HUGHES: Don’t give Pizza Hut any ideas.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We don’t want to hurt them anymore

than they are.

MR. SCHIEFER: They are being hurt, don’t make it any
worse, try to keep it so you know they are going to
obviously have to put the sign up on top.




MR VAN LEEUNEN gchalrman, when we start talklng
“about :the special’ permit,; I.want _to keep. it to a i li:

") I care for New Windsor.

.certaln amount ‘of . years. so we. an keep'controlioverw

Any ‘other questlons, gentlemen7 If not,f .
Anyone 1n the publlc has )

MR "‘écHiEFER.»,,
‘I’ll-open.this to the public.
any comments or questions?

"CARMINE ANDRIOLLO: I have a business in New Windsor
and I own property in New Windsor. 1I.was at the Zoning
Board that night and I didn’t understand the way these
‘people got this far. I can’t understand it. There’s
seven variances that night and they were turned down
four of them regarding the car wash. They change it
around, don’t forget the location of what they want to
do is the Five Corners. The State spent more than four
'million dollars to make a better route for vehicles and
for the people leaving New Windsor, Cornwall,
Washingtonville. I’m greatly opposed to car wash,
anything else but a car wash at the Five Corners.
Okay,-I’'m surprised that none of New Windsor is here.

I have been here 6 1/2 years.
I’m not looking to make New Windsor a circus or
anything. I care very much for New Windsor and I’m
opposed very hard for a car wash at the Five Corners
but -~

MR. DUBALDI: Why, in particular, are you opposed?

MR. ANDRIOLLO: Because of the location, the location
where the car wash goes. We already have a problem
with one of them, one that’s already a problem, the
location.

MR. DUBALDI: How is it a problem, ifll can ask because
I wasn’t aware that there was a problem?

MR. ANDRIOLLO: Every time I go through that area,
there on a rainy day or something, you’ve got a car
wash there but once it’s a beautiful day, there’s car
all over there. They come up. I’m very concerned.
I’m very concerned.




donet have - enoughﬂ}and . The same:thing wlth this, thxs“
is. the Five" Corners.**People*don t forget about the

Flve Cprners I am; 901ng to- ;e thls xs not cas trend”

L%

L;ﬂ

J;evenzng at n1ght weekends everythlng. I'm: ‘going to 7
1.,say thls,.lf I: have any problem with the traffic there,
I'm going to go-on the Town of New Windsor, " you are
responsible, each and every one of you. 1I’m going to
say this, I’m not threatening, I’m saying because I
care .for New Windsor. I work for_ _an organlzatlon in"
New Windsor and I help the community in New Windsor and
that’s why I’m very concerned and when my property, if
I want to do anything with my property and it’s not the
way the town should be, I don’t want it. I want
everything to make better for New Windsor and I spoke
with a-thousand people. 1I°’m surprised nobody is here
. because everybody is in the other room, they are

_concerned with something else but the car wash on that

,Five»Corners I’m very against that. As to why I feel

I'm .in the service station bu31ness, I°ve got people
" coming -in everyday and everybody is talking about the

-} car wash at the Five Corners. That’s all I can say.

It’s a very dangerous place to have a car wash. Any
other location in New Nlndsor it’s okay but not at the
Five Corners.

MR. PETRO: You’re aware this is a one bay car wash,
it’s not like Purple Parlor car wash, it’s one.

MR. ANDRIOLLO: Car wash is a car wash. That makes
worse one bay, that’s worse because you can only go one
car. through.

MR. SCHIEFER: They went for those variances. I can
answer one of your questions. The Zoning Board of .
Appeals turned them down because they were asking for a
car wash and it was against our zoning regulations.
They changed their plan and no longer in a position-
where they need any variances. Everything complies to
the local code. I can sympathize with your objections
but on the other hand, if they meet all the local
requirements and we turn them down, we’ll have another
lawsuit on our hands.




~ “have to care for your. people, not for what they. thlnk Fl
" That’s how I:look at -it.

f MR ANDRIOLLO: ~We should fight for it. I am pot.
against it, everybody .is got to make a living. ~What

-MR ANDRIOLLO'ﬁ The\town is the one who counts:-

] "1 care for New wxndsor
:That s the way I look at 1t-,,'”

IMR_ SCHIEFER'” If they ‘meet théwébnlng requlrements,-:tiif: R
it’s: dlfflcult to turn%it down.;g,uj' AT v:>;; EREEE R EEE

they’re asklng for is ‘only to satisfy their pockets,
nothlng else. They don’t worry about New Windsor.

MR. SCHIEFER: We went through one last year, we turned
one down, the applicant went to court and our turning .
it down cost the Town of New Windsor taxpayers $37,000
in legal fees and they got what they wanted.

MR. ANDRIOLLO:

Before you make any, what do you call,

decision or anything,

let’s confirm with, you have a

Town Attorney which is Mr.
what. he has to say.

Krieger there,

let’s see

MR. SCHIEFER:
MR. KRIEGER:
MR. SCHIEFER:

MR. ANDRIOLLO:
criteria.

MR. SCHIEFER:
MR. ANDRIOLLO:
somebody look
cost me.

MR. KRIEGER:

You can ask him any question you want.
About?
What’s the question?
Well, you said they meet all the
They meet all the requirements.
If they meet it, I’m going to have

over it anyway. I don’t care how much it

What the zoning law says is whether or

not I can have a use in a permitted certain area. Once
they pass that test and they say well, according to the
Zzoning law, you can have that use. 1It’s been the
Planning Board’s function to determine how, under what
circumstances, what will it look like and to control
its appearance and its operation. The zoning law
defines what they have already passed that test, they
are entitled to this whether anybody else likes it or




annxng Board has not

:_the power to turn around and ‘say “no;-'you_can’t’do’ it atf*
~.all’-- They.can regulate how they do iti: They canm =~ ~

requ1re them to put screening and locate the bulldlngst
in a certain way and faced in a certain way but the

ultimate determination that they are going to make
- today is.whether or not that meets the how test, not
“the what test. They are legally entitled to put a car

wash there 1f they want to.

MR.,ANDRIOLLO: I have: another question. what’s the
entrance will be on 94, isn’t it?

MR . SCHIEFER' Yes, the single entrance.

MR ANDRIOLLO th'many'féef ffom the curb to the
bulld1ng° )

" MR. HUGHES: From a diagonal direction?

MR. ANDRIOLLO: The cars they’re going in from 94, how
many feet from the curb to the entrance of the building
to the car wash? Which way are they coming in?

MR. HUGHES: Yes, coming in 94 or --

“MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They can go out .94.

MR. KARTIGANER: Entrance is right here. So, you’re

-stacking to the car wash would be over here.

MR. HUGHES: They can come in thls way or in thlS way,
one of these two.

MR. DUBALDI: You can stack a good ten cars back there.
MR. ANDRIOLLO: Ten cars is not enough. This is what

I'm telling the Board. Ten cars is not enough. I°’m
from the city and I know a lot of car washes, a lot of




‘from Ryco themmanufactu er”

‘MR :DYKSTRA.-M'“'"
,belng part:of the other. meetings ‘is exactly what Mob11 -
“is proposxng to do. . The. car ‘wash that” Mobll is: puttlng‘

MR HUGHES f er. 1f I could

1. haveﬂKennY”Dykstra here’ﬁ

is a rollover: car - -wash, "which is found in a service
station. anety percent of the people who .use the car
wash will purchase gasoline first. They’ll get gas and
they’ll use the car wash and then exit the property.

MR. ANDRIOLLO: That’s not guaranteed Why I should I

“buy gas, I wouldn’t.

MR. DYKSTRA: I can’t guarantee I’m going to live
through this meeting, there are no guarantees in life.

MR. ANDRIOLLO: How many cars you going to have without

"blocking the road, that’s the big question.

';MR[THQGHES: I'd like to answer that question for you

because -Mobil just paid a little over three million
dollars to do a national survey, paid an independent
company to go out and do a survey and we paid engineers
like Scott a lot of money to sit and video tape car
washes and count the cars, how many come in and out and
the maximum cars that were ever stacked at one of the
locations was five and that was on a Saturday afternoon
in August when it was at it most. The study found that
there was almost never more than three cars stacked and
that's nationwide, everywhere.

MR. ANDRIOLLO: Are you people from New Windsor?

MR. SCHIEFER: Yes.

'MR. ANDRIOLLO: You must be familiar with the car wash,

there were three cars you want me to tape movies about
the car wash sometime? You want me to take it, if I
take it, I bring it here and I show you there’s more
than three cars, there’s more than five cars, there’s
more than ten cars and one time I couldn’t go in
Perkins from the back. I had to go all the way around




MR.

S ..ANDRIOLLO.; And you'-have
:tshow‘me whlch way they ‘are’ go;ng to come 1n°

VVMR.,HUGHES' “In thxs way .
MR.’ANDRIOLLO: This is 32, Central Valley, all rlght°
MR. HUGHES: Yes.

, " MR. ANDRIOLLO: Show me which way the cars are, they’ve
T got to cut, they’ve got to cut from here, okay, now
- when you’ve got ten cars here, this car is going to
R stop right in the middle of 32._ Let the gentleman see
I’ve got a lot of experience, believe me right here and
if somebody gets gas or something, they leave the car
what’s going to happen? I want.to Jjust have a
e professional man go over this what - I’m saying I’m very
A worried about New Windsor. 'I care for New Windsor and
g§ﬂ~ - 1 ° - I’m-going to.-be here a long time, if I don’t die it’s
. going to be a long time because I like New Windsor and
I’m for the community in New Windsor ‘and that’s why I’m
very positive and I am the way I am. I feel very
strongly. What happened when this, there’s traffic
here? ' :

MR. SCHIEFER: If they come in from there, there’s room
IS , for a lot more than ten cars.

et : ~ MR. ANDRIOLLO: How are they going to get there? The
U .- only way they are going to get there is like this other
T % way otherwise they are going to cross.

MR. SCHIEFER: The traffic is flowing this direction,
AT it’s going north.

R MR. ANDRIOLLO: He got a light right at that corner, a
o - guy from 32 for him to go to the car wash, he has to
swing this way. He c¢an go 94, he has to come all the
way around, you’ve got problems. Now, the reason I’m
saying this because I had a problem when they built the
road. The reason they closed me an exit because they

hope that . thls gets that busx.gywe;are:ending*upﬂtakinb; S
out part of ‘their: profxts. I thlnk that they would be




‘—as-?_:;_', AR
:they

. don’t want themito cross the road -~ And- that is-what 1t
. is going-to-be.: The only way ‘you’re" ‘'going ‘to ‘have;

going to. have a safety, they’ve got to work it right
here, that’s the only way. People come from 207, they.
are going to wait for the lights. If they want tofgo
to the car.-wash. . : i

MR. SCHIEFER: They are going to wait for the light, I.
don’t really understand that argument. By the way, I
have used Mobil car washes in Florida. 1It’s very
common and used as a promotional deal and it’s a very
low percentage of cars that go in there. Most of them
are people that pull from the gas pump into the car
wash. The ones that I have seen anyway.

"MR.-ANDRIOLLO: That’s Florida. This is New Windsor.

This is New Windsor. That’s all I can say. I told you
it’s not a trend, -I'm going to fight for what I want
for the Town of New Windsor and it’s all I can say.

MR. SCHIEFER: I would if I were you but I feel that I
have been threatened.

MR. ANDRIOLLO: I say no threaten.

KATHERINE KELLY: .-I live in Vails Gate. I go to the
post office everyday and I’m certainly around Vails
Gate cause I’m only 300 feet from the corner and they
have four car washes there. Once in a while on a
Saturday afternoon at the four car washes you’ll see it
blocked but mostly never. This one certainly can take
care of all with one.

MR. SCHIEFER: An extra car wash would probably reduce
the traffic at the other one. Any other comments or
questions from the audience. :

KENNY DYKSTRA: Just again on the basis of the




ve supplied the Board in the: past, I’

;»but I also” understand hlS confusxon ‘because - ‘it’s- llke :
"saylng -a‘restaurant 'is a restaurant, it’s not ’
".necessarlly all the same, nelther is what we are doing.

HERB SLEPOY .1 Jjust want to point out a problem that
we have with the site plan and it ‘has to do with
drainage. There’s a pipe and our engineer has spoken
to the Mobil engineer and I want to see if I can pin
this thing down. You seem to agree with what we
objected to and whether he’s here and whether he’ll
confirm it, I don’t know. But, if you’ll note that the
way it is and I’m not an engineer but 1’1l just try to
convey what the engineer told us that the water is
901ng to be piped and what he did lS Just he marked it
out in a green --

MR. SCHIEFER: Could you show it on the board where
everybody can see it.

MR. SLEPOY: There is a drain here and what is going to
happen if you’ll look and I was there today, what
you’ll have is a heavy rain, the piping will now tend
to flood this area and you get the water to the rear
where there’s a pond in the back. Now, in talking to
the, our engineer talking to their engineer, he said,
well, it’s possible for us to lift this section up. It
will cost money, he said, but we might consider doing
that and my fear is that once they develop this thing
and it’s not a great deal of money to do, once they
develop it and then we have that problem with where the
water is spilling over to our property and it’s now
flooding us in the back, for them to undo that problem
at this point would be very difficult to accomplish.
so, therefore, the question is at this juncture to
address it to note to know that it’s a possibility of a
flood plain and therefore, we are saying to them
fellas, lift it up at this point so that we now
eliminate that entire problem of possible flooding.

fapproxlmatel 100'“1;93 operating rlght along the’ samé_;_:f

nderstand the ‘gentleman’ s concernst;'fi




T MR SLEPOY R 3
"fwells here“thatvthey have

>’i§@MR ‘VAN LEEUNEN fot up the parkxng lot ac llttle blt-w?“-'5

because it slopes on- that end

MR PETRO: The water that was going to go through that
plpe now where is it going to go?

MR. SLEPOY: It will go back onto the Slte where it
should belong, it should not spill onto the next
Property line.

MR. KARTIGANER: I can address this. I don’t know if I
should put it up or --

MR. SCHIEFER: Address on the board, please.

N ﬁ§WJRARTIGAﬁéR This I have used some color to show

what’ ‘exists now, okay, and researched also the existing
site plan for Pizza Hut. This currently shows what is
shown in the red and extends over a bit that’s this
section of the property. It extends on this section of
the property, what currently drains over onto the Pizza
Hut property, on the Pizza Hut site plan.

MR. SCHIEFER: Let me ask a question. Do you in any
part touch Pizza Hut property°

MR . SLEPOY: They all meet at this point.

MR KARTIGANER We ——

MR. SCHIEFER: Adjacent piece is McDonald’s control.
MR. SLEPOY: Therefé a gulley affect here which now
will bring it, the water will flood back to the Pizza
Hut and to McDonald’s. They meet both and what

happened is Pizza Hut, McDonald’s and this site all
meet .

MR. SCHIEFER: McDonald’s extends all the way around




'fpotentlal ‘of . this water from ‘here spilling over there

and creating a problem while they are developing it.
It means nothing to lift up that site slightly.

MR. MC CARVILLE: I’'m confused. You’re saying lift up
what? ‘

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The parking lot.

MR. SLEPOY: 1In other words, instead of letting it
slope this way, the water legally I think the water
should come onto their own property.

MR. PETRO: I want to hear what Mr . Kartiganer has to
say.

MR. KARTIGANER: I want to put into perspective what
exists now and what is happening. What we have now is
there are currently the drainage pattern does go across
the property and onto Pizza Hut property. This is
shown, this is the Vails Gate Five Corners, the Mobil
Station and the adjacent property. There’s a swale or
there should have been on the site plan from the Pizza

" Hut-going back to a point on the property is going back

to.approximately this 180 acre flood plain area and we
are basically the type of that flood plain just this
little tip of drainage area right here.

What I have done is taken this corner and Jjust shown in
the yellow the area that after the improvement this
area and this area is virtually the same. We are
really talking just a few hundred sgquare feet. A
problem with raising this section we are really just
raising this section of the property is a few hundred
square feet. It would raise it up, you know, probably
3 feet or so at least 3 feet and probably require




gBut from what I'm: saylng itreniiE

:Eaccomplishable.f A number was thrown. out whétilt would
‘cost Mobil to do and it was not astronomical.-.. . .

"MR. HUGHES: - I was the engineer and I spoke to Greg

Shaw, your engineer and I’ll tell you exactly -what our

" discussion-was that on this corner in order for us to

raise this so that the drainage would then go this way,
obviously something to drain needs a slope. In order
to do that, we would end up raising the car wash and
raising this land. You can’t Jjust raise one little
teeney corner because it can drain so far but if it’s
not high enough all around it it still can’t go
anywhere. So, to raise this car wash another 2 feet
would then be hiding Pizza Hut even more. We don’t
want to do that.

MR. SLEPOY: Don’t be concerned about that. I’m not
concerned about that at this location. My concern is
the water. A number was thrown out and by yourself to
him and again the number was again set it was plausible
and practical to do but it would cost and the number
was something like $10,000.

MR. HUGHES: $13,000.

MR. SLEPOY: What I’m saying to Mobil is that what it’s
got to cost, that’s what it’s got to cost. If you’re
spending what you'’re spending rather than have water
spill onto my property and McDonald’s property, this is
part of the penalty you’ve got to pay to redevelop that
property. Therefore, I say to Mobil who I think can
afford the $15,000, spend the $15,000 and do the proper
thing.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That’s not the problem as far as I’m
concerned, okay, I’m not going to sit here and approve
a site plan with water dumping on somebody else’s




'“Thls is a1 inch equals 10 inch scale.

was supposed to" be a: swale‘along the rear of the :-

i*%prOperty.;,Is that?onkthe~Plzza_Hut 51te planAand i

llke 1t 1s supposed Eo be.

MR KARTIGANER . I want to put this 1n perspectlve e
This "is ‘maybe a -
few hundred square feet, the entire area we are talking

about is about the size of this room and .we are paving

" and this'really virtually don’t even need a swale at

this area. You’re not even collecting any water up to
this point. : )

MR. PETRO: Fifteen (15) inch pipe has to end on his
property. somewhere so you’re now collecting water.

MR. KARTIGANER: All we’re doing, we can now, if we

didn’t curb this, very similar to how Mr. Slepoy’s .
property is,_ they Just used. open curbs and his property

which dralns ‘onto the adjacent property and we can do

" this just to keep’ the consistency of the design. It

can be very easily done the same way.

MR. SCHIEFER: I personally prefer a swale because even
though he says he doesn’t want to, he doesn’t care what
we do, 1 sat through two meetings and that was Pizza
Hut’s number onr concern. To elevate that building
another 2 feet, I really don’t go for that.

MR . SLEPOY: Does it really elevate it 2 feet? - What
I’m saying, let me ask a question, if at some future
date that we find we are. having a water problem, okay,
can it be so stipulated that this company will address
that problem and solve that problem’

MR . SCHIEFER" I cannot~d1ctate that.

MR. SLEPOY: The point is that’s what I’m saying and.
asking that you do it now.

MR. SCHIEFER: Should be resolved now.




;MR VAN LEEUNEN-~ Can 1. say somethlng,#why don’ t you'
Lget” together~w1th Mr.- Slepoy -because” you-know-we have--
'got qulte an- ~agenda here, get together with Mr. Slepoy,

iron it out and come back to us. -Meantime, the next .
time we have a meeting, we’ll go over and take a look.

MR. SCHIEFER: We’ve already looked at this. We have
an engineer, our engineer, Mark Edsall. Mark, any
comments on this? :

MR. EDSALL: Scott, you said it was a couple hundred
square foot of drainage area. This the drainage area,
well, do you have the drainage areas for

predevelopment/postdevelopment calculated?

WMR KARTIGANER ' Approxxmately, I think we have the

actual square. footage. Where is that other, here it is
graphically and I’ll give you the square area, okay,

‘this is currently what it is.

MR. HUGHES: I guess while they are looking at that, if
I can Jjust say something. We are not making a problem
any worse than it is. It already drains there at this
time. We are actually making it better. Please let
me finish and 1’11 listen to your objections.

MR. EDSALL: You have got a situation where the
drainage areas although not identical are very similar.
Rather than raise buildings, it may be appropriate if

"there’s a concern in increasing the drainage to make

the applicant take a course towards making identical
drainage areas discharge in the same direction it’s
already discharging. Therefore, there will be no
change in the amount of area draining off the property
in a particular direction.

MR. SCHIEFER: What does the applicant say to that
rather than elevate or raise the entire thing to
increase the drainage capacity of that swale?




“and-off over ‘the ‘last-20 years. Why don’t you' get -
;together with Mr.-Kartiganer, get this ironed out
- because now we have got a long agenda

"I ‘have: been ‘here like 20" yeefs end You have been xn on

MR SCHIEFER ~ We are not 901ng to have a vote on this
tonlght

MR. SLEPOY " 1f we can resolve it between ourselves, we
don’t have to come back.

MR. SCHIEFER: I°’d like it resolved two weeks from now
at the next meeting we are going to vote on this and
even if the applicant isn’t here, I°d like to get an
answer from Mr. Kartiganmer. You guys have been
together, you have addressed this issue.

MR.,SLEPOY:_ I’d lxke one other point if I may make it.
This is the first time I have seen this and the concern
is after seeing it at this moment in time for the first
time, the concern is that today and next year or four
years from now the gentleman decides how are you going
to control whether he’s going to go —-

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Because the permit is only for so
long and the permits have to be renewed if we see the

fence is to high, he’s\got to cut it back.

MR. SCHIEFER: - And the reason --
MR. SLEPOY: As long as I haQe some type of protection.

MR. PETRO: The type of growth you’re putting might
have a maximum height anyway.

MR. KARTIGANER: There’s been some issues stated here
and I want to have it as a matter of public record.
One thing we did take a look at the Pizza Hut property,
there’s an existing drainage problem on the site so we

want to have that as a matter of the minutes. Also, on




“iﬂthe actual elevatlon of ‘the’. flnlshed floor
"appearsAto be low. - I haven’t done any calc‘lat

”1MR SLEPOY'?’I want to ‘go one step“furthef lf I mlght DI
“and-that ‘is, is it required- or»does the Plannlng Board SR

insist that this be put’ here?

MR. SCHIEFER: We asked for screening.
MR. SLEPOY: ' Okay.

MR. SCHIEFER: You just told us that you didn’t care if
they blocked out your building.

MR. SLEPOY: The point is if I have to live with water

on the property I°d rather settle for that.
MR. SCHIEFER: We’l]l address the water on - -the property.
MR. SLEPOY: That’s all I’m asking. Thank you.

MR. SCHIEFER: I’ll close the public hearing portion of
the meeting and go back to the Board members. Do any
of the Board members have any concerns? Mark, do you
have anything?

MR . EDSALL : Yes, 1 wanted a couple of things on the
drainage I think as much as it’s a concern that was
brought up at the public hearing and you haven’t taken

SEQRA action yet and I’m glad you didn’t, you shouldn’t

have. We’ll get a letter report and here’s the -
information back, Scott, Jjust give us a short letter
report indicating the drainage areas, indicating that
there’s no increase in the drainage area nor the
direction that it’s being sent and we®ll just put that
in as ‘a matter of record so if you can have that ready
for the next meeting.

Also, we had submitted tonight a landscaping plan that
also had lighting. What’s the Board’s pleasure?

MR. KARTIGANER: That’s the existing lighting that’s on




]
.

;MR EDSALL They are telllng us - that they are not

changing the lighting. I do have a concern. Are you
going to reinstall the same lights are or they not
901ng to be affected because they are perimeter?

MR. KARTIGANER- No new lighting.

MR. EDSALL: Are we getting new lighting or not?

MR. HUGHES: We are not putting up old light fixtures,

You as an engineer I’m sure understand why.

MR. KARTIGANER: I misinterpreted.

MR. EDSALL: Does the Board want the lighting reviewed
and anything else you want on the landscaping?

MR. SCHIEFER: Mark, look at the lighting and let us
know if you find anything objectionable.

MR. EDSALL: Does the Board want an isolux plan because
this isn’t enough for me to review.

MR. SCHIEFER: If you feel you need move information,
we ought to ask for it. Our engineer feels he needs an
isolux plan, get together with Mark and satisfy him.

MR. DUBALDI: In John’s honor.

- MR. SCHIEFER: In John Pagano’s honor, yes.

MR. PETRO: I think as far as the water problem, we go
to that again, the engineer is just asking that there
is no more water coming off the property than it is
doing, give a letter to that effect but I think you
should address making the swale, giving Mr. Slepoy,




ino more water comlhg off the property after fxnlshed
1construct10n than there xs now. that s not helplng h1m ~
‘out . . .'" . '

MR. SCHIEFER: Scott, I don’t think you’ll have very
much trouble with McDonald’s. I happen to know they
want to put an employees parking lot accessing it from
their own so if you address this at this point, you'll
get a lot of cooperation from them.

MR. EDSALL: Just for the record, we cannot design nor
approve offsite improvements on private property.
That’s why I didn’t bring it up. Whatever arrangements
you people meet is purely a private matter and you

-.should arrange that with your individual engineers and

the town does not review improvements of a private

" nature between individual property owners. We don’t

want liability and we don’t need additional reviews.
If the swale wasn’'t originally on the plan, it should
be there, if it was intended.

MR. KARTIGANER: That would be Mobil’s concern to do
work on somebody else’s property.

MR. SCHIEFER: I know McDonald’s has a plan and that’s
why I said you’re not adjacent to Pizza Hut, you’re
adjacent to McDonald’s and you’re going to have to get
them resolved but I’'m positive at this point they’ll be
cooperative. I know the people there quite well.

MR. HUGHES: Can I say one more thing? Our attorney,
Alan Lewis is here and we consulted with him prior to
coming to the meeting concerning the drainage. and if
we were not going to put a drainage part here at all
Just leave it open, have holes in the curb, it would be
the same as it was before and possibly a little bit
less because they are taking a lot of the other water
here. B8y law, Wwe are not required to do anything and
there’s no reason and I want everybody to understand




CUMRL VAN LEEUNEN
= your plan T

w*Please’let: me: flnlshl, we are trylng to" be

‘Proceeding.  Mobil has gone out Fof- our- way to meet with
~o “Fred- Gardner, who "is your: .associate" and ‘Greg - Shaw.
otheir engineer,-to try and- adapt and appease them to do
- whatever we could. : : :

MR. SLEPOY: But;you»haQen’t done anythiné;

MR. SCHIEFER: I’m not going to get iﬁtp this.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I don’t like to be threatened.

MR. SCHIEFER: I ask you if you can make itia little

better for Pizza Hut. This is what I’m hearing, we
would appreciate it.

- MR. HUGHES: Well, we’ll look into even cleaning out

the swale.

MR. SCHIEFER: I’m probably out of place by saying that
vyou’re hiding part of their building is not against the
law but I have concern in that area too. 1 recognize
that as long as you don’t need the variance, you can do
what you want. ,

MR. EDSALL: 1Is the State DOT approved or are they
installing the landscaping items on or off your

property? Is that what I understand this plan to show,
- the plantings along 947

VHR. HUGHES: Along through here?

MR. EDSALL: Yes, that’s off your property, appears to
be in the State right~of-way. Have they approved that
and does it effect their sight visibility?

MR. KARTIGANER: We’ll pull them back.

MR. HUGHES: They’l]l be within the -—-

MR. EDSALL: The Board should look at the landscaping




MR. VAN_LEEUWEN: I’11 make a -
MR . MC‘CAhvigLE: -1’11 second

ROLL CALL: -

Mr . Petro )
Mr . VanLeeuwen
Mr . McCarville
Mr . Lander
Mr . Dubaldi

ExMY,TSchiefer

Aye

before. next week
lose - the .

motion

it..

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye




PLANNING BOARD : TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
COUNTY OF ORANGE : STATE OF NEW YORK

In the Matter of Appllcatlon for Slte Plan/Subé*v*e*en of

M_M_&w (oL 94 ssz Maj,&uﬁt> .

Appllcant.

AFFIDAVIT OF
SERVICE
BY MAIL

STATE OF NEW . YORK)
: ) SS.:
" COUNTY OF ORANGE )

MYRA L. MASON, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

That I am not a party to the action, am over 18 years of age
and reside at 350 Bethlehem Road, New Windsor, NY 12553.

(nl‘éaé@%éﬂﬁ 4& /992/ , I compared the /3 addressed

envelopes containing the attached Notice of Public Hearing with
the certified list provided by the Assessor regarding the above
application for Site Plan/Subdivision and I find that the
addressees are identical to the list received. I then mailed the
envelopes in a U.S. Depository within the Town of New Windsor.

maked - 10

Patuocrsd = 3 ?Z%%&zLiﬁL;ZQzeﬁﬂ/ '
My¥fa L. Mason, Secretary for

the Planning Board

Sworn to before me this

g 18 " day of [;S}mnhgg , 1991

QAMAJ‘LM&@

Notary Public U
CHERYL L CANFIELD
Notary Public, State of New York
Mmedm&algew\ty
- 41654 G~
Commicsion Expires Docomber 29, 1eme

~ AFFIMAIL.PLB - DISC#l P.B.



Y D,
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK

August 29; 1991

Christopher Fullam
Kartiganer Associates PC
555 Blooming Grove Trpk.
New Windsor, NY 12553

Re: Tax Map Parcel: 69-4-26.2
Owner: Mobil 0il Corporation

Dear Mr. Fullam:

According'to our records, the attached is a list of all properties contiguous to the
above mentioned property.

The charge for this service is $25.00, which you have already paid as your deposit
fee. '

Sincerely,

% . (.](‘Z“/C /}'AJ

LESLIE COOK
Sole Assessor

LC/cad
Attachment
cc: Myra Mason
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Prekas, Steve
3 Warden Circle v//
Newburgh, NY 12550

Prekas, Steve
1 Topaz Court
Spring VAlley, NY 10977

Hess Realty Corp.
1 Hess Plaza
Woodbridge, NJ 07095

Conna Corporation

c/o Convenient Industries of America, Inc. v//
Real Estate Dept., P.0. Box 35710 :
Louisville, KY 40232

McDonalds Corp. 031/0159
P.0. Box 66207 V/
AMF Ohare

Chicago, Illinois 60666

Leonardo, Constantine v//
18 0Oak St.
Newburgh, NY 12550

Leonardo, Samuel
7 Dogwood Hills Rd. V//
Newburgh, NY 12550

Slepoy, William & Andrew & Jacqueline & Fred Gardner v

1303 Harbor Road
Hewlett, NY 11557
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NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the PLANNING BOARD of the TOWN OF NEW
WINDSOR, County of Orange, State of New York will hold a PUBLIC
HEARING at Town Hall, 555 Uﬁion*nvenue,'ﬂew Windsor, New York on

October :-1g 1991_ at 7:30P.M. on the approval of the

s

pfoposea___Sigg_Blgn_:_&pegialﬂgenmit_ﬂéﬁ_fﬁﬂb&f**s*&ﬂ*ﬁ@*ﬁﬂﬂdﬁ)*
(Site Plan)* OF _mohil Qil Corporation __________

located_ st the coxnex of Reutes 94 and 32 (sec. 9= block 4-_lot 26.2)
Map of the (Subdivisien—ef—bands)(Site Plan)* is on file and may

be iﬁspectedAat theBuilding Insp Office, Town Hall, 555 Union

Avenue, New Windsor, N.Y. prior to the Public llearing.

Dated: September 17, 1991 By Order OF

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR -PLANNING BOARD

‘Henry—F;—Scheible.
ChRL S<HILEFER!
Chgirman

NOTES TO APPLICANT:
1). *Select Applicable Item.

2). A completed copy of this Notice must be appfoved érior
to publication in The Sentinel. ‘ .

3). The cost and responsibility for publication (at least 10 days
prior to hearing) of this Notice is fully the Applicants.

f"



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

20NING BOARD OF APPEALS (ZBA DISK #7-092091.FD)
--------------------------------------- x
In the Matter of the Application DECISION GRANTING
of AREA VARIANCES AND
: DENYING OTHER AREA
MOBIL OIL CORPORATION VARIANCES
#91-23.
--------------------------------------- x

WHEREAS, MOBIL OIL CORPORATION, maintaining a place of
business at 50 Broadway, Hawthorne, N. Y. 10532, has made
application before the Zoning Board of Appeals for the following
area -variances: (1) 1,830 sgqg. ft. lot area, (2) 21 ft. front yard
(car wash), (3) 36 ft. front yard on Route 94 (canopy), (4) 4 ft.
front yard on Rt. 32 (canopy), (5) 3 ft. side yard (canopy), (6)
13 ft. rear yard (car wash), and (7) 6.5 ft. building height (car
wash), in connection with a proposed rebuilding of applicant's
service station at Five Corners, Vails Gate, Town of New Windsor
in a C zone; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on the 22nd day of July,
1991 before the Zoning Board of Appeals at the Town Hall, New
Windsor, New York; and

WHEREAS, the applicant was represented at said public
hearing by Scott Kartiganer, P. E. of Kartiganer Associates, P.
C., its engineering firm, and by Gary Hughes of Mobil 0il
Corporation, and by Tom Florio, of Advanced Automotive, the
lessee of Mobil 0Oil Corporation at this site, and by John Knox,
of Ryco, the firm Mcbil 0il Corporation engaged in connection
with the proposed car wash at this site, all of whom spoke in
support of the application; and

WHEREAS, the public hearing was attended by a number of
spectators who spoke in connection with the application, to wit,
Greg Shaw, P. E., representing Fred Gardner and Herbert Slepoy,
co-owners of a nearby parcel of real property, who objected to
the proposal on the grounds that his clients property is some 5
ft. lower in elevation than the applicant's site and that if the
variances on the proposed car wash are approved, the Pizza Hut
Restaurant located upon his client's real property would no
longer be visible from the Five Corners intersection and that,
the proposal would generate traffic flow problems both upon  the
site and at the Five Corners; and that the applicant simply
proposes to put too much on this site; and that variances should
not be granted to the applicant which would result in diminishing
the visibility of his client's property; and that granting the
variances on the car wash would diminish the attractiveness of
Vails Gate as a business area; and that water discharging from
the applicant's site would ultimately flow onto his client's
property (Mr. Hughes offered to redesign the flow path to direct
the water towards the front of the property in response to this
objection); and by Fred Gardner, one of the co-owners of the
nearby real property upon which the Pizza Hut Restaurant property
is located, who objected to the variances sought for the car wash



on the grounds that the applicant was unable to show significant
economic injury warranting the granting of the variances for the
car wash on the basis that the applicant was not pumping an
insufficient amount of gas from the site at the present time
which would warrant construction of the car wash to improve his
profitability (at which point Mr. Hughes agreed that the
applicant was not pumping an insufficient amount of gas at the
site the ensure its profitability); and that water run off from
the car wash would ultimately be received on his property; and
that the reduction of the access to Route 94 to a single curb cut
would cause additional traffic problems; and by Carmine
Andriuollo, the owner of a service station located upon the same
road as the applicant and approximately one-third mile distant
therefrom, who objected to the variances pertaining to the car
wash (but not the variances pertaining to the gas station and
convenience store) upon the basis that the location for the car
wash was inappropriate in that it would generate too much traffic
at the already congested Five Corners intersection and that too
many variances were need=2d to construct the proposed car wash;
and by Herbert Slepoy, one of the co-owners of the nearby real
property upon which the Pizza Hut Restaurant is located, who
objected to the variances required for the proposed car wash on
the grounds that simply too many variances were needed in order
to construct the car wash; and that, since the existing gas
station is already successful, the applicant is merely seeking
more profit at the expense of the general public and the
applicant's neighbors; and that the proposed car wash would
generate many traffic problems which he felt the NYS Department
of Transportation had not fully considered in its recent redesign
of the Five Corners intersection; and by Floyd Scholz, who is
affiliated with the McDonald's Restaurant, which is adjacent to
the applicant's site, who did not object to the applicant's
proposals but was concerned that the new canopy would not impair
the visibility of the McDonald's Restaurant {(and it appeared that
since the proposed canopy would be set back further than the
present canopy, apparently the visibility of McDonald's
Restaurant would be improved if the necessary variances were
granted); and by Carl Schiefer, Chairman of the Town of New
Windsor Planning Board who indicated that the plan now before the
Zoning Board of Appeals was selected primarily upon the basis of
optimal traffic flow within the site; and that the Planning Board
had not been presented with, nor did they consider, the
objections now being raised by the public concerning the
applicant's proposed plan; and that other plans proposed by the
applicant might have called for lesser variances in regard to the
car wash but such plans were not deemed desirable considering the
issue of traffic circulation; and

WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of New
Windsor makes the following findings in this matter:

1. The notice of public hearing was duly sent to residents
and and businesses as prescribed by law and published in The
Sentinel, also as required by law.

2. The evidence shows that the applicant is seeking
permission to vary the provisions of the bulk regulations



pertaining to lct area, front yard (car wash), front yard on
Route 94 (canopy), front yard on Route 32 (canopy), side yard
(canopy), rear yard (car wash), and building height (car wash)
with regard to the proposed rebuilding of applicant's existing
service station by removing entirely the existing building with
automotive service, pumps and tanks, and to build an entirely
new, smaller gas station/convenience store, pumps and tanks as
well as add a car wash, in a C zone.

3.  The evidence presented by the applicant substantiated
the fact that variances for less than the allowable front yard
(car wash), front yard on Route 94 (canopy), front yard on Route
32 (canopy), side yard (canopy), rear vard (car wash), and
building height (car wash) would be required in order to allow
the proposed rebuilding of applicant's service station which
otherwise would conform to the bulk regulations in the C zone./

4. The evidence presented by the applicant indicated that
it received area variances from the Zoning Board of Appeals on
January 11, 1982 to locate the existing canopies in the required
front yards on the site. The applicant's present proposal for
front yard and side yard variances for the proposed reconstructed
canopies involves a smaller variance request than was previously
granted upon this site. Consequently the applicant's proposal
would come closer to the bulk requirements than the canopies
presently existing at the site.

5. The evidence presented by the applicant indicated that a
1,830 sq. ft. lot area variance became necessary due to the fact
that the area within a sewer easement (which the applicant
granted to the Town of New Windsor gratis) must now be deducted
from the gross lot area. If the area of this sewer easement was
not deducted from the gross lot area, no lot area variance would
be required in connection with this application. Consequently,
this board finds that since the area of the lot remains
unchanged, and since the deduction for the sewer easement was the
result solely of a change in the applicable local law for
computation of lot area, and since the granting of the sewer
easement by the applicant to the Town of New Windsor was
uncompensated, the applicant certainly will suffer significant
economic injury from the application of the new lot area
requirements to this lot in the light of the foregoing
circumstances.

6. The evidence presented by the applicant indicates that
the applicant's proposed rebuilding of its service station really
is a proposal to demolish the existing service station, with its
auto service facilities, pumps and tanks, in their entirety, move
the building location back on the property, and replace it with
an entirely new building to service gasoline customers with a
convenience store, as well as rebuilding the pumps (same number
of pump islands) and tanks, and in addition, add an entirely new
car wash facility.

7. The Board finds that the applicant's decision to
demolish the existing building, pumps (with canopies) and tanks
causes it to lose its status as a nonconforming building



permitted by virtue of the previously granted area variances for
the canopies. The applicant's proposal to demolish the existing
facilities and replace them with entirely new facilities, in
different locations, which creates new nonconformities, does not
fall within the "grandfathering" provisions of Zoning Local Law
Section 48-25(B). Thus the applicant's application is treated as
one for entirely new construction on the subject lot.

8. The applicant now proposes to change its use of the
property by eliminating automotive service, adding retail sales
at a convenience store, and adding the car wash. The Zoning
Board of Appeals has not considered the applicant's proposed
change of use on this application since the property is currently
in the Design Shopping, C zone, in which retail stores are uses
permitted by right and gasoline filling stations and service
repair garages are uses permitted by special permit (Table of
Use/Bulk Regulations, Design Shopping ~ C - Zoning District,
Column A, Use 1, and Column D, Use 5, respectively. The Board
notes that the definition of '"gasoline service station" in Zoning
Local Law Section 48-37 includes the sale of motor fuels, the
sale of petroleum products, as well as washing services. Thus,
the change of use proposed by the applicant and the necessary
special permit must be addressed by the Planning Board upon its
review of the applicant's site plan. This Board has only
considered the area variances requested.

9. The evidence presented by the applicant indicated that
the proposed rebuilding of its service station was needed for
economic reasons in order to upgrade the site to standards for
the 1990's in order to remain competitive in the market place; as
well as to keep up with new technology in order to continue
making a profit and to continue to be competitive in the future
by having an appealing looking facility for the long term; the
applicant's present service station is some 20 years old, with
old pumps and vapor recovery problems; the proposed rebulding
will update all of these outmoded facilities with more profitable
facilities equipped with the latest technology; in addition, the
applicant seeks to enhance safety on the site in order to improve
the public safety and decrease exposure to liability in the event
anyone is injured on the site or entering or exiting the site;
and the applicant seeks to increase its business by improving
visibility at the site by making it more open, more attractive,
cleaner and safer.

10. The evidence presented by the applicant further
indicated that it proposed to locate car wash on the site for the
convenience of its customers, to keep pace with the latest
technology, and to make an additional profit. It appeared from
evidence at the hearing that the applicant could locate the car
wash on some other portion of its lot without any variances at
all, or possibly with smaller variances, but, based upon the
review of the site plan by the Planning Board, it appeared that
safety considerations for internal traffic circulation dictated
the site plan now presented to the Zoning Board of Appeals.
Alternative loca:ions apparently had less favorable internal
traffic flow and may have involved locating facilities over part
of the sewer easement and/or causing problems with parking and



turning delivery gasoline tankers. This Board is charged,
pursuant to the provisions of Zoning Local Law Section '
48-33(B)(1)(b), to grant the "minimum variance" that will allow
the applicant a reasonable use of the land or building. It is
the finding of this Board that the applicant can continue to use
its land a a gas station, and could even add a convenience store
‘thereto (assuming that the Planning Board grants the necessary
approvals) with only a lot area variance, and the applicant can
even reconfigure its pump islands and canopies with variances
that are smaller in magnitude than the previously granted
variances for this site. Thus, it is the finding of this Board
that if the lot area, front yard on Route 94 (canopy), front yard
on Route 32 (canopy), and side yard (canopy) variances were
granted, the applicant would be able to make a reasonable use of
its land and building. The remaining question concerns whether
granting the variances for front yard (car wash) and rear yard-
(car wash), as well as building height (car wash) constitute the
"minimum variances" that will allow the applicant the reasonable
use of its land or building.

11. It is the finding of this Board, after hearing extensive
input from the public as well as the Chairman of the Town of New
Windsor Planning Board, that in the light of the proof presented
by the applicant, the applicant has in fact shown significant
economic injury from the application of the bulk regulations to
its land with respect to the variances sought for 1,830 sgq. ft.,
lot area, 36 ft. front yard on Route 94 (canopy), 4 ft. front
yard on Route 32 (canopy), and 3 ft. side yard (canopy). It is
the finding of this Board that the applicant has sufficiently
demonstrated practical difficulty in order to entitle it to be
granted the foregoing area variances. It is the further finding
of this Board that the applicant has not presented sufficient
evidence to show significant economic injury from the application
of the bulk regulations to the variances sought for the car wash,
to wit, 21 ft. front yard (car wash), 13 ft. rear yard (car wash)
and 6.5 ft. building height (car wash). The applicant has not
alleged, nor have they offered any proof that the site, without
the car wash, is uneconomic. The car wash apparently would only
increase the applicant's return. Further, it appears that the
applicant could still locate the car wash on this site either
without any variances or with smaller variances than have been
requested on this application. Thus, the applicant is not denied
a reasonable use of its land or building by the denial of the
variances for the car wash which are sought herein. This Board
finds it significant that the site plan referred to the Zoning
Board of Appeals by the Planning Board was chosen solely on the
basis of the internal traffic circulation. Since the Planning
Board had not conducted a public hearing on this application, it
did not have the benefit of the objections raised by members of
the public at the public hearing conducted by the Zoning Board of
Appeals. Thus, although other plans might not call for the
optimum in internal traffic circulation, they might provide for
development of this site which is more in keeping with the bulk
regulations of the Town of New Windsor. It is the finding of
this Board, that after granting the variances with regard to lot
area and the yard variances pertaining to the canopy, the
applicant is able to make a reasonable use of its land and



building. The mere fact that the applicant could make additional
profit and that the internal traffic flow might be optimized by
locating the car wash in the proposed location, is not sufficient
to warrant the variances requested concerning the car wash.
Considering all of the input with regard to the car wash
location, it is the finding of this Board that the applicant, if
it chooses, can redesign its car wash location, to locate the
same either without requiring variances or with variances of a
smaller magnitude than is the subject of this application.

12. Consequently, this Board does not find that the
applicant has demonstrated practical difficulty sufficient to
warrant the granting of the 21 ft. front yard (car wash), 13 ft.
rear yard (car wash) and 6.5 ft. building height (car wash)
variances since alternative designs could eliminate or reduce the
need for such variances as well as reducing the impact of such
construction upon the public and the neighboring properties. It
is the finding of this Board that the proposed car wash
construction must be reviewed in the light of the bulk
regulations and the health, safety and welfare of the public, and
the impact of the proposal on the neighbors, not merely in the
light of the optimal internal traffic circulation on the site.

13. This Board's decision should not be read as one which
would deny all front yard, rear yard and building height
variances on the applicant's land for construction of a car wash
facility. Given a new application, which possibly could include
requests for variances of a smaller magnitude, based upon a
different design and/or layout that did not have such impact upon
the bulk regulations in the neighborhood, and given appropriate
to the health, safety and welfare issues arising therefrom, it is
possible that this Board could act favorably upon such variance
request if the applicant was able to demonstrate the requisite
practical difficulty.

14. The requested variances for 1,830 sg. ft. lot area, 36
ft. front yard on Route 94 (canopy), 4 ft. front yard on Route 32
(canopy) and 3 ft. side yard (canopy), are not substantial in
relation to the required bulk regulations since the property area
remains unchanged but the computation of lot area has been
changed only by an amendment to the local law regarding deduction
of sewer easement area and the above front yard and side yard
variances are smaller in magnitude than those which presently
exist for the canopies now at the site. However, as to the
requested variances for 21 ft. front yard (car wash), 13 ft. rear
yard (car wash), and 6.5 ft. building height (car wash), this
Board finds that they are substantial in relation to the required
bulk regulations.

15. The requested variances for 1,830 sg. ft. lot area, 36
ft. front yard on Route 94 (canopy), 4 ft. front yard on Route 32
(canopy) and 3 ft. side yard (canopy), will not result in
substantial detriment to adjoining properties nor change the
character of the neighborhood. It is the further finding of this
Board that the requested variances for 21 ft. front yard (car
wash), 13 ft. rear yard (car wash), and 6.5 ft. building height
(car wash) would result in subtantial detriment to adjoining



‘ properties and would change the character of the neighborhood.

16. The requested variances for 1,830 sq. ft. lot area, 36
ft. front yard on Route 94 (canopy), 4 ft. front yard on Route 32
(canopy), and 3 ft. side yard (canopy) will produce no effect on
population density or governmental facilities.

17. There is no other feasible method available to applicant
which can produce the necessary results as to lot area, front
yard on Route 94 (canopy), front yard on Route 32 (canopy) and

side yard (canopy) other than the variance procedure.

18. The interest of justice would be served by allowing the
granting of the requested variances for lot area, front yvard on
Route 94 (canopy), front yard on Route 32 (canopy), and side yard
(canopy), and by denying the requested variances for front yard
(car wash), rear vard (car wash) and building height (car wash).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT

RESOLVED, that the Zoning Board of the Town of New Windsor
GRANT, as originally numbered, (1) 1,830 sgqg. ft. lot area, (3) 36
ft. front yvard on Route 94 (canopy), (4) 4 ft. front yard on
Route 32 (canopy), and (5) 3 ft. side yard (canopy) variances for
the proposed rebuilding of applicant's service station in
accordance with plans filed with the Building Inspector and
presented at the public hearing.

BE IT FURTHER

RESOLVED, that the Zoning Board of the Town of New Windsor
DENIES, as originally numbered, (2) 21 ft. front yard (car wash),
(3) 13 ft. rear yard (car wash), and (7) 6.5 building height (car
wash) variances, for the proposed rebuilding of applicant's
service station in accordance with plans filed with the Building
Inspector and presented at the public hearing.

AND, BE IT FURTHER,
RESOLVED, that the Secretary of the Zoning Board of Appeals

of the Town of New Windsor transmit a copy of this decision to
the Town Clerk, Town Planning Board and applicant.

—
st
irman -

Dated: September 23, 1991.
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MOBILE OIL SITE PLAN

MR. EDSALL: I veceived numevous phone calls requesting
that I ask the Board to consider declaving & date for
the public hearing for thsz Mobile Cil Site Plan because
of their --

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Vails Gate, they take the car wash
out yet?

MR. SCHIEFER: The Zoning Board of appeals has not
approved the cay wash. They vejected it but this is
still a need fovr o public hearing on the rest of it.

MR. EDSALL:  You hsve their letterv, it ashks that yvou
declave a public heavina., 1 assume they want one .

c

MR. KRIEGER: Would you want to sz & vevissd site plan
without tha car wash?

ay something up. I don’t
als rejected the car

ejected the location that

) cav wash so IT they can

vy ares that would not

did give them several

MR . BASCOCK: Mavbe I can ¢l
think ths

wash.

. EDCSsLL y owodity the plan and with that
modificativ ived all the rest of the
variancss t I belisve thoy ave ready to come
back to the =z, are thyougsh with the Zonino
Eoard «f ao
M& . SCHIEFER Do w2 want & public heaving on that sits
olan?

MR, EDSaALL: I hawve vno pryoblem 17 you want Lo see it
a&gzin.
MRL. TOMIEFER:  Tell fhem to bving In the new Sits plan
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and we’ll set a public hearing.

MR. EDSALL: rNext»évailable agenda as normal coming .in
and you’ll set it up.
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~ Mobil Ol Corporation o

HAWTHORNE, NY 10532

September 3, 1991

Town of New Windsor Planning Board
555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12553

Attn: Mr. Carl Scheifer

Planning Board Chairman

MOBIL OIL SERVICE STATION
RT. 94, VA TE, NY

Dear Mr. Scheifer:

We are currently working on a project that is in front of
the Planning Board for Mobil 0il Corporation at the subject
location. Time is of the essence on scheduling the review
of the project and public hearing (if required). The project
involves the full rehabilitation of the station and is
.substantial. Realistically, if we do not get an approval by
October 1, and building permits by October 4, we will not be
able to construct this year. Obviously, this project would
serve to bolster the local construction economy if we can
build this season. We utilize as many local contractors and
suppliers as possible (i.e. Ira Conklin, New Windsor
Electric, etc.). A

We believe the project is very close to approvals, but
recognize that approvals have been delayed due to the
unanticipated overloading of applications to the planning
board. Our project was resubmitted to the planning board on
the 7th of August -- one day after a favorable workshop
meeting on the August 6th. We have been unsuccessful in
getting on the last two agendas. We request urgent
consideration be given to a confirmation of the scheduling
of our project on the next, and if required, subsequent
meetings cf the planning board. We also request this be
given priority, if possible, in front of new project
applications. :

Thank you very much for your help in this situation. If
there are any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
me at 914-742-2905.

Sincerely,

€

Gary(E. Hughes
Mobil Project Engineer

cc: S. P. Trifiletti, Field Engineering Supervisor
S. T. Kartiganer, Local Consultant
G. Green, Supervisor, Town of New Windsor



KARTIGANER

ASSOCIATES, P.C.
P B CONSULTING ENGINEERS

555 BLOOMING GROVE TURNPIKE « NEWBURGH, NY 12550-7896 « [914] 562 - 4391
3 September 1991

Town of New Windsor Planning Board
555 Union Avenue
New Windsor, New York 12553

ATTENTION: MR. CARL SCHEIFER
PLANNING BOARD CHAIRMAN

SUBJECT: MOBIL OIL SERVICE STATION
ROUTE 94
VAILS GATE, NEW YORK

ZBA PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES
Dear Planning Board:

Please find attached the Minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals
Public Hearing for the Mobil Vails Gate site. We believe the
comments received at this hearing were complete and inclusive of
not only the zoning, but also address the public's site planning
comments. These comments were addressed in our 6 September Planning
Board submittal. In that ZBA hearing, some variances were granted
with the exception of those pertaining to the car wash. In our new
submittal, the car wash has been 1located totally within the
parameters of the zoning and do not require any variances.

In this regard we are requesting that the Minutes of the Public
Hearing for the ZBA be made a part of the Planning Board Minutes
and a requirement for a Public Hearing on the project be waived.

Should you have any questions, please do not to contact me at your
earliest convenience.

Very truly yours,
KARTIGANER ASSOCIATES, P.C.
Tteds &=
SEL (1& Kot 1g4ReE . F.E.
Project Manager
STK: 1mm
cc: Gary Hughes, Mobil 0il Corp.
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MR. FENWICK: This is a request for (1) 1,830 square

foot lot area, (2) 21 foot front yard (car wash), (3) 36

foot front vard on .Route 94 (canopy), (4) 4 foot front
yard on Route 32 (canopy), (5) 3 foot side yard, (6)
13.0 foot rear yard (car wash), and (7) 6.5 foot
building height variances for purposes of rebuilding of
service station with addition of car wash/convenience
store at Five Corners in a C zone.

Scott Kartiganer, P.E. and Gary Hughes came before the
Board representing this propocsal.

MR. KARTIGANER: We have been working on this project
tor @ while. Just to go over for those who haven't
heavd it before -- .

MR, FEMWICK: If there’s anyone in the azudience here in
reference to this Mobil Gil, would they please sign the
cheet .

MR. KARTIGANER:  The purpose of this vairiance  =qQues
to request a setback and primavily a setback in hei

variance for & <¢av wash =tructure an the property. Also
some setback on the canopy and =slight area variance.
The reason that the struciture had been located wheve
is it provides for a bettey primarily provides for =
better internzal circulation pattern around the buildinze
and creates a2 better and safer exit and entry Trom both

22 anag <4.
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This zarrangement wa
the May 22, 1291 me
tentative plans. one o
include ones without any
varignces. What chould b
consideration in this arra
ig that it prowvides for on
a busy Route 24, storage 1 the vails Gate’
intersection. Currently, we have two entrances
intersection. W=2’'d be using the one and much Ta
back. This is in lieuv of ths two thet we zvs =z
el Tor our own station that it ma
< pattern and =zaiet :
Mebil intends to do extensiv
not chowing landocering herve. 1
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have the landscaping plan, even in excess of what is
required by the town and by the Board. The full
landscape area we rvecognize this is an important
Juncture.

The area variance is due to a request by the Planner
that we take off this 30 foot sanitary easement through
the site from our net area. The overall site ariginally
met all the area variances. This was something that was
given to the town graetis. We didn’t realize it was
going to put us into an area variance situation. The
overall canopy area, our setback, as it exists now at
the site, has an already has an existing variance to it.
The variance that we are requesting with this one we can
make that a less of a wvariance request.

Economically. thic iz the request of the BRoard, we need
to upgrade and modevnize the site to 1290 standards to
Temaln compe Litive with aenerally in the marketplace.
The access, one of the functions is access of the
internal flow woulsd make creatly makes people come LO

t he Staflon, they can 3¢t in and out of it easier. 1In
thic time «f litigation. it's & function, cur liability
whatever we can do to enhance the safety and make ease
of stourgas :ntevnazlly beeping the cars away from the
road which ws have done in this scenerio areatly reduces
the visk of liability, corporate exposure. That’s all I
have.

ME. MUGEMNT: Ons thing »ou lett out for Lhe eudience in
particular was that ths lot was going to be levelesed to
ctzyt off with.

MR. KARTIGANER: Basicszlly, w2’re redoling the entive
cite. We’re taking down the =xisting gas statio
taking out the existing pumps. Le’re taklng out *anks,
it’s totally taking it down to wcvzatch, vebuilding the
whnlb ent:re z=tation brand new. <Curbirg, landscaping,
building itself, pumps, 2t's & tull vebuilsd of the
station.

3 -t

¢

MR. FEMWICK: Just want to read this for tha record from
Orange County Planning and Development. -This is part of

ication wheve it has to go to the County because
5 a County oy Ztate rvoad. Commentz from the

Ors { v Planning Federation is that there are no
zignificant intevcommunity or countywids concerns tLo
bring Yo youy attention.




L

et F——

July 22, 1991 : ' _ » 29

MR. LUCIA: I think that’s the Orange County Planning
Department .

MR. FENWICK: ‘Oh, yes, it says Orange County Planning
and Development.

MR. HUGHES: Last meeting you, asked us to provide a
large blow-up of the site. As you can see —-—

MR. KARTIGANER: This is what it looks like now as it’
existing.

MR. HUGHES: 1It’s comewhat, kind of ugly when you look

at it, it’s not very appealing at all and it’'s outdated,

just not in keeping with the station.

MR. FENWICK: I there any other questions from the
Members of the Board?
t computer

MR. KARTIGAMER: This is thes proposed
Toes 50 you haewve

a1
agenevated without the t or landsczpin
to fill them in.

O‘W

MR. HUGUES: Rasically. what 1 did iz I took & plicture
of the site rvright theve, I scanned it into the computer
gnd then we crasced the station that is here basicszlly
all these different things and then superimposed what
we’'re going to build ia the meantime and that’s if vou®
like to look 2+ that .

MR, MUGEMT:  One thing I think t o be byaought
out, thare ars ns service ba ys in this nsw plan, there

what thiee or four now?

MR. HUGSHES: How many are there now?

-

|
—

MR. MUGENT: There will be nonez
MR. FLORIO: Right.

MR. FENWICK: Strictly going to be a gas
station/convenisnce store/cay wash?

A]

ME. HUGHES: That’s corvect, ves.
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MR. FENWICK: Wouldn’t be any storage of vehicles on
site? There’'s no repair work being done?

MR. HUGHES: No.

MR. FENWICK: Will you be doing any repaif{work?

MR. HUGHES: I1'm sure the only cars parking there will
be those using the market. We have Mr. Florio here.

MR. FLORIO: My name is Tom Florio.

MR. FENWICK: What is your interest?

MR. FLORIO: I°’m & principle in Lthe corporation.
MR. LUCIA: Mr. Florio, not Mobil 0il Corporation?
ME . FLORIO: - Advancod Sutomot ive.

MR. LUCIA: You’'ll be leasing the station from the
owner , Mol:ilT

MR. FLORIO: corrvect.

MR. FENWICK: Iz thiz zoing to be 24 houre?

M. HUGHE?: Car wash, the whales ztztion will be open 24
hours of cerwvics . that 'z carvect . yes

MR . FENRICK Seven davys 3 weshk?

MR . HUESES: Ve,

MRS . BARNHART: I havsz an aAffidavit of Service by m=ail
here where on July 10th, I sent ocut 29 addressed
envelopes.

MR FEMWOIN T D oLoemn oLt oup Lo the public iry ¢ be
brief, g9ive youvy name and addrscss, please. :

P
GREG SHAW: May 1 approach Lhe Eosrd?
MR. FENWICK: Sure .,

MR. SHaki: My nameris Greg Shew from Shaw Enginesring.

Tonight, I'm vepresenting Fred Gardner and Herb Slepoy
who zre zdjzcent fyopsrty owners to this cite. They own
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the land of Pizza Hut. As this Board is aware, Vails
Gate is a very busy intersection. So busy that the
State is spending approximately four million dollars in
improving and upgrading the traffic civculation.

As I mentioned, my client owns Pizza Hut which is to the
rear of this property. It’s lower in elevation than the
Mobil 0il. There'’s a big difference between the before
and after photos of this proposed project. Before
you'’ll be able to see Pizza Hut very clearly and
distinctly. After this car wash is built, you’ll not be
able to see Pizza Hut from the Five Corners
intersection. Again, I brought out to the Board that
the Five Corners is a very valuable commercial arvea.

And to take that visibility away Trom Pizza Hut to allow
these gentlemen to enarcach on the front yards, side
yard and building height variances, i< really unfair to
my client. You’'ve ashing for many variances tonight but
our primary cbjection 1s fto the car wash.

Aoain, soure encreaching on the front vard which agein

iz going to effect our vigibility. The side yard also.

The building height cariance i belng requasted, Pizza

Hut being lower in elevation, I believe this computer

generated pcr pective is not corvect. You’re just soling

to see very littles of Pizza Hut that which is above the
- d

car wash and the Mobil Mart and that which ie below the
canopy .
In the presentetion made Ly the gpplicant, I didn’t hear
a discussion on economic havdship, on practical
ifficultice. on effz=cting v2al zctate walues in thic
avea. I think ths Board now can e tThat 1t’s
dramaticaslly going Lo ¢ffect the Pizzz Hut propertsy . 1
montioned befors sbout thz New York State DOT, the curb
cute that the project is g0olng Lo generate are they
existing curl> cuts o nsw?

ME . KARTISANER: The new ovojsci?
MR . SHaAW: Yes.

MR. KARTIGANER: Qur groject is utilizing one existing

e

cone, there’s existing fTour curb cuts out there now.
We’vre veducing that down to thres. One on 94, between
setback closer to the Tarthest back setback. Currently,
-
N §

-t

e DOT iz installing the cuvb cuts as they designed on
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the hlghway cause we ha'e an exlstlng operating statzon
at this time.

MR. HUGHES: This is what they have here now, one here,
one here and two in the front-as well so this

intersection being so close to this corner right here,

this being a major avenue, it’s relatively unsafe.

MR. SHAW: My point, Scott, let me ask the question, has
the DOT reviewed this project that being the three uses
which are¢ now going to be encompassed on this one site
with respect to the existing curb cuts?

MR. KARTIGANER: They are currently reviewing this one.

This was a field modification we had requested this
=light chanye becuuse it dogssn’t effect our entry and
it’s farthey away. %o far, w2 have had very pozitive
response fram the DOT. oz tar & moving just & cingular
road entyy Trom that direction.,

MR. HUGHEZ: " I think what you’re ashing, if I’m not
mistaken, haz th: O0T zeen this with the car wash?

MR . SHAW: Jorrvoet.

. they have.

U
_(
i
U]

MR . HUGHEZ

MR, SHAW: Cause-your concern, «il ight, iz befove you
had the zas buzinesz and a4 small mini mavt, am I
correct, and now we're thvowing this third bucinecss,
that bvln; the car wash onto ths site. The trattic
patterns &v:s QGing Lo be substantially different znd
asain with “hes money that’s bszen pumped into the
interzection Lo try and stveighten out the traffic
problemz, T think gestting theiv i1nput on this =ite plan

would be zpsvopriats aloo.

MR. KARTIZAMER: They 'rz curvently reviewing tha
imitizgl iz inme hisT o beesesn it Tzvorzble . Mostly
because it «1l1ll b= tzkinag back the entvyy, this 94 entry
thzt cuvyansly exnicie.

MR . HUGHIZZ: Are you concer ned about the congestion
where just o I urnasretznd?

MR. SHAW: In and out of the owverall parcel it’s
yelativel., =22, (ot vs Lling to have many beye for
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MR . HUGHEf' Well, there’s four islands'right and
obvicusly the rmaller one with the access into the car
wash.

MR. SHAW: Four plus the mini mart plus the car wash,
that's quite a bit of activity on a site that'’s
approximately how large?

MR. HUGHES: About an acre.
MR. KARTIGANER: It’s a full size.

MR. SHAW: I think this Beard, my recommendation would
be to get some input from the New York State DOT with
respect to the circulation and the use on this property.

MR. FENWICK: The use jg appropriate. It’s not
something wez’re addressina. Everything we've addressing
ls. avrea.

MRL. SHE: T ve&lize that., Maybe ths: intensity of it

again vight now vou have one and z half businesses and
vou're really doubling it, the amount of traffic that

this site ic going to generate 1Is goina to be

“cubstantially different then what 1L i< rvight now. I

think that 13 my soint.

MR . LUCIA:  Alec assume Lhe Scard srunts them the
variances Tor thiz propozal they =till go back to the
Planning Soaevd beczsusms you =till need & specizl permit
to operats 3z 33T ctztion. Iz that corvyvect?
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MR. LUCIa: I pbelieve the car wash requires 21 foot
front vard csthaol. If it were constyucted in =
conforming manney, in other words, fuvther back from 924,
wouled that =till.partially impact wour clients? :

MR. SHAUW: I think it would impact my clients but if
they were consistent with the zoning, maintaining the
front yard setback, maintaining the side yard setback.

MR, LUCTS: - One at =2 time, just the fronmt ravd?
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MR. SHAW: I think all three are tied together because

‘the building height is tied into the nearest distance to
the nearest lot line.

"MR. LUCIA: And the rear yard, if that were made to

conform, would that actually worsen the client’s
position if that building were pulled out towards 327

MR. SHAW: I1°d have to see the plan. 1 cén’t tell from
this drewing. I can’'t react to that that quickly.

MR. LUCIA: Similarly on ths variances requested on the
canopy which would be front yard which is the only one
relevant to you, that'e the 46 Toot request on the
canopy, did the applicant zay that that was actually a
lesser variance than the existing varviance?

MR . HUGHES: Yes .

MR. EARTIGAMER: Rezlly, yeco.

MR . SHAW:  OQuy only rvrequest on the canopy is that it be
as high was “he evizstipy canopy, thse facla depth not
exceed the existing facia depth. If you were to look at
this perspectiive tyving LG Sses wheve Pizzz Hut is in the
reav if this canopy was lower, we'd a2t blocked out . If
the facla desth iz desoery, we'd get bloocked out. o,
our, wz really have an objection to the cancopy we'd liks
to see 1t zz hagah &s Lhe sisting canopy an the Tellis
depth be no deeper, we’d like to malntain the cancpy
that we screzently haw: undsy Lhe erxicoting canopy, Lhe
front wara ssthack we vz vezlly noLl concervned about

MR LUTIs: The L ie if the waviance
request 15 :Fsce ] Lting canopy, ar= they
rezlly Imovosing thse cllente wisibility?

ME. SHaW: I oveally Jdon’t think ths front yard setback
comes intd g luy. IY oine Luilding . Foutrs Ccorvect.,
the existing Ccanopy cnoroaches out o 24 greater than
what I beolizwes “he svoposal is before this EBoesvd so we
can again we're not taking an objesction to ths front
vyard setbach to “he cznopy.
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MR. LUCIA: Both I guecss to the lowefrleft corner of
that plan would that be pulled away from the rvear line
away from 947

‘MR. SHAW: The car wash, the limits of the car wash in

order for it to conform, we'd have to slide in this
particular fashion which would open up the front yard,
okay, at that point, 1 Jdon't think we’d have much
objection.

ME . HUGHES: Unfertunately, us have the easement for the
sewer line there

MR, SHAW: Thdt c whs 1 thinh vyou have an awful lot
Aoing on at one time on Lthis site.

AR, EARTIGHMER: Tahke a lcooh st it now, the photo is
dJeceiving. Where b’ gcing Lo put Lhe car wash, he’'s
going (o »lmoot td. b Inm tront of where this Pizos
Hut is. I hope you can fe& whers this is taking
clightly off of th jeibil < IfT you cams up
94, we still had the vizibi om thz viaght
cide of the 1cad.

MR. SHaW:  Ouy positicn is th
2itting &t the tvafflio 2igt
intersection and wif“ this
it iz chown on ths plarn,
blocked out.

you're on Routs 22

u!x.tu-l

(\r?

AT Pt P I Fizoi o Put Sroaneoviy i ozbout Lo feet lowey than
Mobil., You cannet ss= the side walls of Pizza Hut from
this intevezsotion., lihet s o =ee is the voof and the
words Fizza Hut across the front of it. That’>s located
that e the Yyoadomerh which when ou pull vp st the .
inteyzsscticon that '’z what cstches your eyve.

MR . FINNEGAN: Czn you =ee the sigan?

MR . SHA The Zign of Pizza Hut, I can’t attest to
that . I Zidnte focous inoon thaot.

ME L FIMNESAM: Theva's ons on thr fizZzs Hut roof?
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MR. SHAW: Correct, the words are right across as
presently exists.

MR. FINNEGAN: €& Pizza Hut has two signs, the sign
itself and the one —-_ S S )

MR. FEMWICK: We have Mr. Schiefer in the audience who
is the Chairman of the Planning Board. Carl, I°’d like
to ask you a question about this. We were led to

bel;eve that there’'s been several plans put before the
Planning Board and this is the one you liked the best.

MR. SCHIEFER: There was & discussion on the plans and
‘this was the cne thet was picked at the time. However,
I have_heard all kinds of opposition. You’re only
hearing part, yuu'ré woang to hear from the other
industries -n_ he cther zide that are also here. That's
the vesson I'm hire to wee what the reaction is. There
werve several submitied and thic i3 the one that wes
chosen for * rr.;ffu_ . MHow., ths other things that ave
being brought up now were net considered.

Y2 Liun oor anyihing elce —-

M&. SCHIEFEFR: That =z the reazscn I'm heve. I heard the
s

GenGe L

v L5 finalng il 1 Fnow whion Lhsy 2ome back, 1
rant to be aware. )

you haws the right to be
operty?

"1 (3]

» o wicibility of my
shed hecause ths

WVIZUTaims Trom

vou hsve a right to

=t =uving. & the conditions
=t certzin degr=e of VlSlbllltY
i think it should be diminished
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because & neighbor wante to deviate from the zoning

~ordinance, all right, and construct something that is

not concicztent with the New Windsor zoning code. That’s
our position. Vails Gate is a very attractive area for

Ccommercial businecsec. And Lo have that attractiveness

diminished, I don’t think is unfair to my client.

MP. HUGHES : 1 see what You‘re‘ a%ing. 1 don’t think

‘we’'re trying to detract from the area itself. UWe'’re

veally tyying to enhance it. We’re spending millions of
dollars & year trying to figure out how to improve and
stay up to par with what iz going on. One thing that
has come into play, especially in the Danbury area, I°'d
be more then happy Lo provide to you the name of the
dealer and the person wha’s in charge of the pizza place
that they hzve & dezl worhed wul where they pull in for
gas, they aet, you know, dizcount to go in and get pizza
or MeDonelad's or comething and I have opoken Lo both Tom
and Matt, the dealevs cus and they are more than
willing to e zomethizy a1 oget o odoellav off of

oz3 and 1t works out z206d For 'l,bud“ 50 fhat you’vre
all bind of T TIN : st huginsases taoday,
you know, 1y O £ : think fhey were
PET Y F Ll te 3 v I in UanbUl\. 1
suggeTied iatt 3 he "z fTor angd I’m suvre that
Mobil woul wi :ns Lo ol z= it Th:> spend
closs: 1o € i ing the acztivity in Danbury,
Connei i S i Trinzoe MNinja Turtles
and inniz i ent events and

Mok . sneficial to

2ye pu xt doorv to help
UL, wetve hind of
bad : Wz want Lo

impe ST e a acod

L=

MR. SH&E: Can vou develoin vour =its ond voduocs ths
vEY iEaNnces Thiat = vYagussting? Can you com= up with
ansther cotzmne the rzzossl 1oV the wvarviancs ar=sn’t
25 great, that f thz vequivements of this Board,
it’s been -zhe anid my zpplicants on many
occasions.
M& . KaR We heave Lhvought zevevzal plans in front
ot the Board. - Thiz has Lbeen in tront of the
Slznnin £ the overall design., you Lknow,
znd thi el out with the Flanning Board
zttey & internally as Tar as i
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uorkinngith the

general flow of the site. "This is what we came up with

as being the best dezliun. “Just some things 1 want to
point out. Ws tried to minimize. Obviously, we don’t
try to make .azla.-§<, we Wor k. hlthln the variance -but

if we move to do a Vallanue, if we can come in-with a
slightly better design.  What I1°d like to point out to
,Greg is that the building while this main building that
you’ re putting in the convenience mart is quite a bit

smaller than the existing building and you don’t
recognize it’es, 1’'m not arguing with your point, I’'m
Just trying to brinmg up things that you can see that

|

thic actusl Luilding ¢ auite a bit smaller than the
thres bar 2arage.

tleo. when we moved Lhe car wash, vou had granted, you
can move it bachk 4 little: farther off of this road here
but it acinn Lo bLe a lilttle farthery, it’c going Lo
hawve that pevoeption at least from this direction a
little lovgsy asctusll, Llocting out and now we try to do
the best w2 can, giwve 2z visual picture of this. It's
computer genevated decisn obvicusly I Lhinh when 1 wae
talking to Gary, soms of the things that have been
brought out exaclly what happerns To th: otyucture and
it’s very wvisual and we're trying to be up front about
it gz much ¢ poooibl:,  ItTe the intention of Mobil o
try to put o oar wash and wvisually I think it may be i
hindevance to SLring 34 §ooldzc y nelly Tor us for all
th2 yezzonz 'zt I exzlainssd, better design.

M& . S{IHIEFEER: I th

z=omz of the zltzrnz

they weraen 't L= deg

saviance 21 I vecal

SUsStisn. T hD anSwe

ME . FEMUIICH What Eriow
WhET Cous LonIEYn

ceanlz and w='ll ge

something Cifrerent

MR. SHaW: I°d liks to leavs the Boar d thh Just one
thought end I’11 <it down. The fact that thie aprlicant
iz asking Tov how many variz2nces, seven?
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MR. SHAW: 1.t
going on with this site.
variance, you’'re lonkln
appropriate that that,
on this parcel.

MR. GARDMER:

mink that

My name is

39

tells the Boavd there’s to much
You’re not looking at one

g &t seven, marbe it’ec not

that each activity be generated

Fred Gardner, I'm one of the

owners

located.

of the adjoining property on which Pizza Hut is
I presume this young man represents Mobil?

MR. HUGHES: Yes, I

MR . GARDMER: Oone of
hardshis which I
items that this Boarvr
MR, FEMWICH: RN

MR L GARDNER: I

o, CGary Hughes.

4

the itens Mr. Shaw brou

understand i one of the nes

muct consider.

xo.LJ'.-;.lf tea thic carvi

9

h

€

up was

t
Ssary

.

que;tion to Mobil 1z Mobll pumping an

Incufificient Zmeunt ot ol 1 ‘u. 4t o nedcoTEry Tor
them to 2ut in o cav wash?s
I'?.c: - HL"SP"‘ES : : f; l'li 1::‘- PR - i " .‘.-:’; - 135,0 o '. l e R PRV T8 N ’. [

your question 13 no.

MR. CARDP;R:

tzined in & vaclaim system
Knos shoretico ), I°Y) oo Kim be
=311 iz, if vou Jon’t mind.
: e ', 2 Ll Ll s LLioivh Ll sOTed wendst Lk FETiE
it
ME L GARDNEEG: It on L F and tho Tactor io
that thesy cannet veoyc oF aterv .  Thaey may
vaecwola S0% . wunlozo o lntorvescl zmnd this sentla=mean
Wwill undoubtadly corract =z, Wheve’s the other 10%
Soins? WwWe've & ezt lower . it’s golng to s¢ oFT o the
side now they certainly wzash outsids of the building
betors it goss in. What ¢ they do aftery it comes ouil?
Whears 1s that pas shoiwino?
PR HUEHES: On here
the watey . £1! thaz
heve, comes oot ( Lhi

hat oy ths vz .

ok&y, let i1

ke cav wash, whers®
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comes down through thic disin. runs out‘this way .
Doesn’t Qo to the rear at all, comes down.

TR

MR. GAECNEF: 12 ansene wiping the cars as they come

Cout? , L et

MR. HUGHES:i They have a blqw dryer.

MR. GARDNER: Inside the building? ~ Okay, whenrthéy come
out of the car wash, they go here, when they go out of
the pumps, they also go here. :

MR . HUGHES: From heve, Lthe dizpensers are here.

MR . GARDNER: Thoco are the only dispencsers you have?

ME . HUGHEZ: Thev: Ty Dty Yl aede 3 ahit hiere -

MR. GARDMER: If =omsone wants Lo 9t cut onto %4, where
'-.’() + h" b Y "

MR, HUGHZ The LD semng Lhio o waw.

ME . GARDNER: Soame e o0 the <y owaesh people can, is
that corrveoe?

MR. HUGHES.: Ve, thars Lan do that. ves.,
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ME ., KNGX: The unit iz = . Thevre’s no

WSO + t s ozl irneolved insids
ths 1O Vepnlcls z2ntevs, stops,. machine
vizoheo 4 T, MO o veduuining or preparation
ocutside anu % vecycled. Az well a2s my company,
o well =z =¥ Ltrir companies do it :
ME . FERWICY: Closed-doory =vetznT

timz, we normally
wintey time, the doors are

= young man. Gary,
m on 94 with thst

Qo=
)
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soind to have to be an
Linnota o <Ime from the
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pumps and they are going to come from the car wash to
get out there and you're going to have difficulties on
94 . - )

MF: . Frvu*c oNo doubt in omy mined . 1'd like to hear
from someona new. - :

CARMINE ANDRIELLC: I’m Carmine Andriello, I own the
property on Forge Hill Road on 32. 1 don’t know, I’m

. herve only becauce my son, you know, they’re going to put

another convenient or whatever they are going to put
across the ctreet . :
MR. FENWICK: This i35 Sitco.
MR . ANDRIELLO: 1 figure myo heve tonight
because as far as thi& iz concerned, you're talking
abiout the Filwve Covnerso. I m owey < half yeare,
I live in Cornwall and that’s my routz to go home The

car wach in thet 1o tich, IT'm nol Liying Lo Le agsinst
i1t bhecausse on anything the car wash 1n that location
with the futese ¢ zhooloicodly wrong.,  Thilse 1o zoing Lo
crezte, besides that, I live 1n Hew Windsor and I cave
for New HWindzeor., I belong to ths communlty and I try to
d3 2vsrvithing to hels the community but I would not do
anvything ov <tzng by th: szopls to profit out of this
lora*ion. I'm raferving only ts that location., The
thev loczticon €0 I think vight there far ac I wac
tulu, thev only should bz 2 convenlernce store and gas,
¥ou rnﬁw. I heev there's golng 1o be 7 wazh. I
(T 2ET Y tisht workK, I work
;oA Tve Ty wdesr and I
1 AT~ T IT vou
s it ottt tvoetiic of the car
< on 1l Zoina Lo b= right on that
ng ove is 1T theye’s an accident I
= nd but I d not want Lo see z
et th peogle zouveviats themselves to
g0 homs- a0 , in3 st ’s the only thing. 4as far a3
they want Lo put = ¥ 7L theve and & Zas station
but once you put 2 i that location or zny
location ¢n the Fi cause we already have a
car wash and we ca i that and how many cars
& day 9o to wach €

MR, HUEHES: It oS albouit and I o have the figures
< t

Yurm
LY iTten . o st L 2t I owvong, Jobin, but it owill
o ozboul z =i 2 b,
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MR. KNOX: Forty (40) to fifty (50) cars per day is what
the other five units we have in Newburgh are washing
currently. ' :

th. HUGHES: Forty (40) cars a day, maybe three or four.

MR. ANDRIUOLO: Any cars after 40 I'm going to get the
money, let’s be practical. I ain’t a jackass. 1 want
you to remember this. I wanted to put a car wash in my
location. I figured out every car that goes through the
car wash right next to the Vails Gate and right in
Newburgh so I know there’s not 40 cars a day because if
you are talking about $%5.00 a car, what are you making¥
You’re going to keep a car wash for $400.007 No way and
I figured it out because the car wash costs %150,000 to
build.

MR . KNOX: . N3 but you’re getting there.

MR . ANDRIUOLO: Thi=z is what I°'m talking about. My
point i az I say I'm here only for one thing but 1
think the car wash is to much on one location as the
gentleman sald weye talking about sewen variances on
one =pot.

MR. FENWICK: Thank you.

HERBERT SLEPOY: My name is rerbert Slepc., Valley
Stream. New Yovrk. What I object to --

MR. LUCIA: 4Are you 2l 2 co-owner of the £lzza Hut

Gl

U

MR. SLEFPOY: Yesg.
MR. LUCIA: Thank vyou.

MR. SLEPOY: What 1 obJject to is that the numbsy of
requested variances to accomplish what the way I =ee the
site, they are taking a very successful gas statior and
now they arve trying to make it even more profitable than
it is presently. In my mind, that’s the only thing
that’s really accomplished. The fact is that the DOT at
this point a=s no knowledge of this happening. I have
checked. I+t was. it’s suggested that perhape that the
DOT traffic and safety group be querried as to what they
fee]l will happen to an a2vea such 32 this which they arve




i

K

July 22, 1991 43

now presently developxng and 1mmedlately will become

obsolete upon development of this car wash. It boggles
my mind to take a successful station and try to make it
even more successful on the backs of the general public,
including those who adjoin them, who live in the -area, -

'~ people who come in the community, in the area. They

have been there for 20 years. The name of the game is
develop more. If I were an oil company, I undoubtedly
would do the same but that isn’t what Vails Gate wants.
FLOYD SCHOLZ: My name is Floyd Schultz, I’'m with'
McDonald’s. 1 Jjust want to ask a couple questions. The
height of the canopy presently is it going to be the
same height or lower height or --

MR. MUGHES: It will be approximately that height. .

MR. SCHOLZ: What do you have now?

MR. HUGHES: Right noQ, it will be almost identical.
MR. SCHOLZ: Lower or higher?

MR. HUGHES: Plus or minus 6 inches.

MR. SCHOLZ: My only problem is if you’re down the road,
you can’t see my sign at all and before the canopy was
put up, I had good wicibility. That’s what we see right
here

MR. HUGUES: t actuzlly is not pictured on thzt one ,
it’=s & little different angle.

MR. SCHOLZ: My point ic before the canopy was put up, I
was visible. aftey the canopy, T was tcotally hidden.

and I think you know that’s my only problem.
M&. FENWICK: This canopy is going to be farther back.

MR. HUGHES: Thisc comes out here, this canopy will
actuzlly be back here so you’ll actually see morz of a
sign right here. The golden arches will not be hidden.
We’re coming back approximately, what is it, 12 Teet.

MR. SCHOLZ: Then I guess honestly I don’t have any
problem. I just was worvied about my =sign being blocked
by the canopy. My voad sign ic velocateable, I mean,
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buildings with square footage to the property and along
that line, that seems to be a Planning Board concern
because no matter what theve is going to be something
there and it’s -- -

MR. SLEPOY: These varlances ‘that they are requestlng of
you, will they set any precedents?

MR. FENWICK: No.

MR. SLEPQY: You have given this kind of height to other
buildings in the area?

MR. FENWICK: No. We have no and we'll not, each case
is on its own merits.

MR . SLEPOY: 1t sets a precedent but it doesn’'t?

MR. FENWICK: No precedent is set. 1t’s each
individual.

MR. SLEPQY: This will'be a first happening if you
permitted this kind of height?

MR. TORLEY: What we are seying each iz individually
looked at. There 13 no precedent.

MR. SLEPOY: Has othery sites been aspproved with this
t’)

MR. FENWICK: Swure.

MR. LUCIa: This same property has existing variances
for this canopy height alresdy. They actually ave
diminishing the existing variancs on the canopy hneights

by this application.

MR . HUGHES: If I could, plezse, the variance that we
curvently have, we’'re tuzlly making them smallevy Jor
the camnopies, both the hELGht because this one is a

little bit lower and also on the sides, it’s much
farthey back Trom the road to give greater visibility
for safety.

MR. TORLEY: &As the gentleman pointed out, most of the
variances that are here are actually reductions because
they ars tearing down thes canopy. We have to start
ovey . The vaviance won’t carry owver so they are
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actually smaller varijances than what they have at the
moment . )

MR. FENWICK: Unless they are in reference to the car
wash . ’ ' ,

MR. SLEPOY: Except the setbacks and encroachment
visibility will be hampered and congestion and that.

MR. FENWICK: We have the first variances in references
to the whole site. The second variance is in reference
to the car wash. The thivd one is in refevence to the

canopy. Fourth one canopy, fifth one I’'m not sure. 1

think it’'s the car wash 2 foot side yard.

MR. LUCIA: That's the canopy.

MR. FENWICK: Okay, the sirxth one is the car wash and
the last one is also the car wash because that’'s the
building height variance. Is that correct? Is the last
one in referevnce to the car wash?

MR. LUCIA: 'That’s correct.

MR. FENWICK: Sco I believe that for in those cases, if
it’s in veference to the canopy, it’s less than what it
was betore and the Tirst one it’s lot area in reference
to the whole site plan and that occurved because of &
right-of-way that the easement that they gave to the
town acvoss the property znd due to some vecent laws
that has to be subtracted in the area footage and it
actually being used oy paved ory whatewvery, Jjust to

U}

clarify it. 1Is there anything else from the membsrs of
the publis? At this time, I°}) close the public
Feaving. There will be no mors comments Trom the
public. 1I’)]1 open it back up to the Members of the
Board.

MR, LUCIA:  If I could just, before you do that, Mr.
Shaw anticipated me a little bit. I°'d like teo hear z

little more from the applicant on practical difficulty,
why it is the applicant needs all these variances on the
site. What specifically is the significant economic
injury that the applicant suffers from the styict
application of the ordinance to the lot?

MR. HUGHES: Mostly in keeping up with the new
technolegy and the developments that are coming into
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play as well as, you know, future plans. We don’t, once
it’s up, we again we spent great research money to
develop something that’'s going to be here for a while
and we'’ll also have been appealling and in for the long
term, not Jjust right now, make a quick dollar but the

“pumps that are there are very old. They also have

problems with the vapor recovery there which will also
help decrease the amount of fumes that are emitted into
the air. So, Jjust by not being able to keep up with
technology, we lose a great advantage there as far as
again making a profit, which is what basically we’re in
the business to do. 1 mean there’s no two ways about
that.

MR. KARTIGANER: They have studies where trvaffic gets
increasaed with, when they upgrade and make a station
nicer and make it morve applicable to modern vehicles. I
think when was the last time this was upgraded was like
20 years old. :

MR. HUGHES: Yes, little over 20 years ago.

Qe

MR. KARTIGAMNEFR: o they find that it’s of economic
viability to actually invest quite a lot of money to
totally upgsrading the station, not just from the profit

but from thes standpoint of as I brought up liability.

d the flow of traffic right

= you can s2e, I’m not

s but it’s very, very

dangerous, not only to a:z ability for Mobil but th:
safety of the peopls who = t that corner. As rou o
see, people coming in from two entrances this way with
two izlands going a&long 94 and then another two coming
along 32. You have cars basica2lly coming at each other
inte the centey with pedestrians welking in between and
that in itself i3 very dangerous to me. It’s, you Kknow,
on & liability sense, you are going to get somebody
injured theve before to long. '

MR. HUGHES: For safe
now at the existing =
sure wheve the other

T

n

N

MF. KARTIGANER: This was for a diffevent traffic =
when they built it. It was a lot less busy than wh
is now. ‘

D

r

MR. LUCIA: If I could hzve a focus in on the momsni in
modernization veduction in the vapor, why that velates
to the variance you’ve seeking? I°’m not saying it
doesn’t velare to increased traffic flow st the site of




L

July 22, 1991 R | 48

the amprovement of your business but why as presently

zoned, are you going to suffer significant economic

injury if your expansion or your redesign had to conform

" .to the ordinance? What’s the difference here? That's
“what this Boa\d needs to hear. U

MR.,KARTIGANER: Well, I think the pr;mary th1ng, this
is why, you know, I want to bring up now as far as the
liability standpoint, in this plan and the design we
have now allows us to at least reduce our entrance onto
94 ‘and remove it from a farther away from that entrance.
when you do a traffic study, what the tendancy is now in
the DOT is to try to reduce your number of entrances and
exits from a large shopping center. We just did one on
32. We have a single entry and exit. again, from our
trucks coming into the site, we have it laid it so that
the, 1 wish we had the plan of how it exits right now
but yight now, our trucks are actually, our fill trucks
can come into the site, fill the tanks where they are
Jacated, they ave not going to be located where they are
located vight now. It will be a little bit more
difficult zsccesz and al=o pulling on the trucks right
now .they can 30 around to the Tarthest entvies are on

- this side.

"MR. HUGHES: Again, also Jjust to make sure we hit on

youy question so we don’t digress is one is the
technology, two will alzo be the liability reasons and
three is the wvisibility. It will be a much cleaner

station and they’'ll ses it wherz as I don’t think they
se¢e the ctation as well now. And that causes a loss of
business.

MR. KRRTIGANER: That’s primarily the yeason
way, that the Planning Board liked this site a
us is that visibility and openness of the stati

U

~
(L o
[

b3
m

MR. TORLEY: I= thers some. disputa about the DOT

notlflfat-o“:

U]

MR. KARTIGANER: We did notify the DOT. It’s cuvrently
in the process.

-

ML . HUGHES: have contacted him.

MR . TGRLEY: caw You rummaging through your case.

(]
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MR. HUGHES: I keep a log of everythxng I do. 1t comes
in handy on certain occasions so I can give you the
eract time and date.

MR. KARTIGANER: MWe spoke with the DOT. We have the

plans up to Regxon &. We have had contact with them in

fact contact with ;he -

MR. FENWICK: Not to get into your conversation here but
it isn’t really something that as far as front yard,
rear yard, square footage on the property - and what not,
it’s not going to come under any problem with this
Board, as far as your entrance and exit onto the
property. That’'s not somzthing we have to address. We
have to address area wvaviance, practical difficulty is
what we’re looking at right now and that'’'s definitely
what this Boavd has to do. Everything else you have as
far as curb cuts, everything else ic part of the DOT.
It’s part of the FPlanning Board, as far as your

drainage, that’'s part of the Planning Board. 1It’'s
nothing ta do with this Board. 1 think.we’re just
byinging up the same thing over and over aazin., We have

heard the concerns of the audience and 1 think everybody
has looked at this strongly. What I'm trving to find
out ie to address just the car wash. We’yve begating
around with the canopy. We have already, we know that
you’re less from the property line now with the cznopy
than ycu werve before. It’s a different sstup. The
building is different and that centeved and really
what’s happening with thes Lulldlng isn’t a concern with
this Board either. Thst doesn’t «ome into play with any
of the wvariances.

The zar wash however - dosze. The car wash seems to have
the greatest amount of impact. Actually, it has the,
looks like the most extensive variances on it. I'd like
vou to addreszs why thzat car wash has to go therz. . Why
can’t it be brought into -~ what’s the practical -

difficulty of moving that cav wash, bringing iz inte —--
MR. NUGENT: Why does it have to be so high?

MR. FEMWICK: To bring it rvright into the, you know --
anyplace to get it into conform with town law.

MRL. O TAMMNER: Didn’t yeou, at some point, state that you
could put it fomeplaCQ else and you dldn’ need a
/axlancp'
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"MR. HUGHES: Oh, yes, we can bring 1t back inside, bring

it back up into this area vight here, which would
‘conform. Again, we can’t get any closer to thxs point.

It would still protrude. out heve, if we put it one right -

on this corner and we'd still need a variance out here.
MR. FENWICK: If the variance rxght now the front Yard
variance on that is 21 feet, what prevents you from
moving that back 21 feet from the road? You need how
many feet from that, apparvently you're 39 feet away now
so -- :

HR. HUGHE®S. : The easements.

MR. NUGENT: It will be over top of the easement.

MR. FENWICK: Thic is one of the things I'm asking you.

MR. LUCIA: Fow about it the car wash were rotated
counter clockwise to go parsllel, pull it back to get
yid of the front and side vard variances and run it morve

parallzl ta the east.

MR. HUGHES: 20 it would be placed similar to this?

MR. LUCI Exactly, eliminate the need for quite a few
of these variances.

MR . HUGHESZ: My only concevn would be the distance
between th2 building. It would be very, very narrow and

we hzve now oury trucks that come in to Till up the
station that Le2ing a minimum width of feet that a truck
nesde znd the turning vadiuz of thzt 55 foot tanker.

MR. FENWICK: Let me ask ynu this. Maybe I should be
zchking this to M;k , do the tanks fTall under the same
=ide yard criteria as th:s building doss since they are

undevaround?
MR. BABCOCK: -Well --

MR.'FENUICK: Whzt hzppens if they ave veversed, what
happens if th2 building were btrought ;n closer? )

MR. KARTIGANER: 0One of our plans was that, okay, we had
it yaversed.
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MR. HUGHES: Moving this building.

MR. FENWICK: Reversing where the tanks are versus the
car wash.

MR. KARTIGANER: We had a plan there at one time where

‘those were reversed and not going into detail, it'’s

difficult to show it on this plan and the way Jjust to
lay it out. 1In essence, it reverts the direction of the
storage of the vehicles for the car wash so that was the
reason that this was a prefervrable plan. The reason for
the car wash where we projected the most problems or any
problems is the stacking. Primarily about 80% of the
business anybody comes into that, uses the car wash,
uses the convenience stores what they do and they are
going to get their car washed. Where the biggest safety
hazard we ceould se= w2 wanted to have the longest
distance az we could hefore entering the car wash
because as scon as they leave, there’s no drving,
theve’s only a vacuum, I think over here located back

‘over here zo they have to drive away from this entrance

and thet was rvreally that was the main oriteria fov that
and we did have it, that’s exactly why, what we had.

MR . HUGHES Tc answer your question, we did, if we put
the tanxv, we’re, we’d have to have the tanker coming
around. I aguess we could have the tankevs backing up on

the station but you’re very, very unsate if you hawve a
55 foot tvuck backing out so one flow tvatfic you hawve
traffic coming behind traffic coming in and traffic

coming out. So vyou hzve actually three divections of
raffic flow there.

MR. FERNWICK: You’re not 20ing L0 win with tyzf1ic =zt
that corner. I don’t care what anybody says. You havs
a bad location. This is e bad location, thev’re all a
bad lccation because you’'re almost stuck. :

MR, KARTIGANER: £1)1 we’ve trying 1o 4o ic make the best
of it.

MR. TORLEY: Carl, when you guys looked at this, they
showed yocu someplace where they’d need less variances
but you felt there was & problem?

MR . 3CHIEFER: I was not considering the opposition from
the othey companies. It was a tyatTfic flow situation.

It lcoked neatey, ves.
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MR.iTORLFY Tuaffxc flow and safety for stacking of
cars and motion?

MR. SCHIEFER: We thought this was the better one.

MR. TORLEY: There was a public hearing on this at the
Planning Board?

MR. SCHIEFER: I think there was. Did we or didn’t we?
MR. BABCOCK: I don’t think so.

MR . SCHIEFER: . I remember the three plans.  You're
riaght, maybe not.

MR . BABCOCK: We'l) hzwe one though, there will be one.
J think that’z --

MR. SCHIEFER: Theves will be on: and I’m intervested to
zee how you guys wvate.

MR. TORLEY: %o it waz the condition of the Planning
Eoavd thzt this approach --

w and we did not

MR . SCHIEFER: OfFf the thres plans we sa
hat weve brought up this
avening and obvicusly ws'vrz g20ing to That’s why I’m
o . t

fiere to listen to this bw
thought this was the best

nesded less vasvianiss .

P
conaidery some of the things t
:'_1
:
T

hree plans we saw, we
2y 2 some that

MR, FENWICK: What?

= “he preblen with thse height of the
tuilding? Why couldn’t it be ©

hovtey?
MR. HUGHES: The equipment inside.
MR. MUGENT: It’s only 12 fest high.

MR, FEMWICK: We’ve Lyying to find 2 place Tor the car
wash, why do you heve to have a car wash? 1I°m not
trying t5 take it away Tyom you but one of the things as
a lezmsev waviance, why do you hawve to hawve a car wash?

MR. HUGHES: One, is the preobability of the station it’s
aleo s convenience for the customers to come in, get a

iree car wash with a fill-up, it’s a serwvice to the
customey . Thzt’s basically really, it’s not provided
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there right now and the amount of the people that
actually take advantage of it, it’s not a phenomenal
number. I think the national average is less than three
cars per hour. : '

MR. FENWICK: 'I really don’t believe that when I see
what happens at Purple Parlor and they are lined up out
in the street and down the road and everything else and
you have got one.

MR. HUGHES: I'm sure some days are higher than others.

MR. KARTIGANER: We’re changing one use, which is a
service station and want to put - in a car wash.

MR. FENWICK: These are things we have to address.

What, according to what I'm getting from you, there’s no
place on this site that will be acceptable and legal for
you to put that car wach?

MR . HUGHES: No place acceptable ov leaal.

MR . FENMNWICH: In othey words, to be without any
variances and be able to set that on that piesce of

property so that you could --

MR . HUGHES: I would have to =zay no, unlesz safety wac
very Jjeopardized.

MR. FENWICK: Any cther comments from Members of the
Board?

MR . NUGENT: Here we go zgein. It appears to me that
it’s the old ten pounds in & Tive pound bag.

MR. FENWICK: That’s right.

MR . NUGENT: I have nc veal problem with th2 concept.

The car wash is a little bit of an overkill,
this piece of property. But, no one in this
anyone else that spoke is looking for anyone

I feel on
audience or
else but

their own profitability, let’s face it. Everybody hers

ig in business for themselves and I can u
people’s reason for wanting £¢ have the m
site. But, it does seem likz 2 little hi
overkill for this piece of property.

nderstand these
ore profitable
t of an
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MR. TANNER: 1°'d like to see lesser variances. The car

wash really involves a lot of variances, may not
necessarily -- -

MR: FENWICK: If there’s no more comments from the
" "Members of the Board, what I’'d-like to ask. is whoever

makes the motion that we have seven variances that ave

being requested that we treat each variance separately.

MR. NUGENT: I was going to try that.

MR. FENWICK: No, I want each one, we have seven
variances, that’'s the way we’re going to do it. We have
seven variances and we’ll, even though it’s a little bit
move Lo wyite, it’s going to be seven motions.

MR. NUGENT: I think though that the variances zhiuld be
identified, in other words, as to what they pertain- to.
Whethery 1t’s the canopy, building ov car wash or
whatever but I think each one should be on its own
merit.

MR. FENWICK: Thzy'’s vight. If we have 1o morce oomments
Lhen -- :

_MR. NUGENT: 1 just hawve one more question. The secondd

variance is a 21 foot front yvard that’s off of Route 4.

MR. FEMWICK: Yes, h= neseds 40 feet and he only has 9.
Could I have za motion on the first variance, which i< in
reference to the whole lot, it’s Tov 1,830 square Toab?
MR. NUGENT: I’1)l mzke that motion.

MR. LUCIA: That’s & 1ot avea Trvisnoe.

MR. TANNER: I’1ll second it.

MR. NUGENT:- Comment to thzt, 7 Tesl! that they ave
deprived with thet amcunt of Tootags. He was deprvived

by putting this.

19

X<

(1]
U3

=
-~

MR. FENWICK: It’s way in

ROLL CaLL:

I»
~
14

My, Torvley
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Mr . Finnegan ' Aye
Mr . Tanner Aye
Mr . Nugent Aye

Mr. Fenwick Aye

MR. FENWICK: Second variance that we have is for 21
foot front yard for the car wash. Do we have a motion
to grant that wvariance?

MR. TORLEY: I mowve that we grant that variance.

MR . NUGENT: That’s really going to be hard to do
becauge if you give them that, if you giwve them that
cne, then almozt <ix and seven have to go with it but
it’s all part and parcel of that car wash.

ME . TORLEY: Okay, well --

MR. TANNER: If you don’t give it to them --

MF. NUGENT: The c¢ar wash is down the tubes. & &
mattey of tact, there’s --

MR. FENWICHK: I1f you’d like to make ths motion, grant
varviances MNumber 2 which is a 21

the foot front yard
fovy the car wash, Number ¢ which is & 12 foot vear yard
for the car wash and Number 7 which is a 6 1/2 foot
building height for ths cav wash, we can do that.

ME . NUGENT: Is that thaz only three?

MR . FENWICH: Thzt'

f
et

MR. TORLEY: Tl movsE we grant the variances HNumbery
6 oand 7.

MR. FINNEGAM: 1’11 second it.

ROLL CALL:

Mr. Torley Aye
Mr . Finnegan ’ - Ave
Mr . Tanner No
Mr . Nugent Ho
MY . Fenwick 1o
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MR. FENUICK We have the remaining variances which are
three, four and five, all pertaining to the canopy.
‘Number 2 being 26 foot front yard on Route 94. Number 4

being a 4 foot fxont yard on’ Route 32 and Number S being

'a 3 foot side yard

'MR. MUGENT: I1'1]l make that motion.

MR. TANNER: 1I°'ll second it.

" ROLL CALL:

Mr. Torley . Aye
My . Finnegan Ay
Mr . Tanner . : Ay e
My . Mugent . AYE

My . Fermwic b faye

MR. FENWICK: Theres will bz a3 formal decision written

“with veference to the, I think you understand.

MR. KARTIGANER: Rasically, ws got the canopy.

age and the propeviy.

oo

o
W
=)

ME. FENYICK: Sind the sguars

MR. TORLEY: &and they can come back tor the car wash, if
it’s vemoved oy whatever .

4

MR. FENWICK: They méy bz able te Tind

i z nice le=gal way
of putting it in. You hazve 1o understangd also we have
hzd preblems brousht before us that we were not aware of

blic hearing

befovre and that’s the purpscse of the pu
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Shaw Engineering

Consulting Engineers

September 11, 1991

Chairman Carl E. Schiefer and
Members of the Planning Board

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12550

Re: Site Plan For Mobil 0il Corporation
NYS Routes 94 and 32

Dear Chairman Schiefer and
Planning Board Members:

744 Broadway
P.O. Box 2569
Newburgh, New York 12550
914) S61-3695

This letter 1is being written on behalf of my client, Windsor Accociates,
regarding the application of Mobil 0il who we understand is before you
tonight for Site Plan Approval. My client has concerns regarding this
project impact’s on their neighboring property with specific reference to
drainage, traffic flow, visibility and development coverage.

In order to adequately address these issues my client respectfully requests
that the Planning Board require a Public Hearing on the subject application.
By requiring a Public Hearing you will be providing a forum in which adjacent
property owners can voice their concerns regarding the merits of this

application.

Thank you for time in reviewing this request.

Very truly yours,

SHAW ENGINEERING

cc: Windsor Associates



o e
Mobil Oll Corporation | o

HAWTHORNE, NY 10532 -

August 14, 1991

PLANNING BOARD
Town of New Windsor, NY

RE: SS# 06-N2X
1 Route 32 RD 6
Vails Gate, NY

ATTN: All Members

Pursuant to our workshop meeting with the Town Engineer, Mark Edsell,
the following information is provided: _

1. Two 1,500 gallon Reclamation tanks require an initial
charging for a total of 3,000 gallons of water.

2. The car wash is a self contained unit which recycles 84% of
its own water through a reclamation system.

3. Each car wash will use about 5 gallons of fresh water for
the Deluxe wash and wax.

4. Total water usage for the Deluxe Wash is about 30 gallons
(25 gallons of recycled + 5 gallons of fresh)

5. Anticipated water loss is about 5 gallons per wash due to
water left on or in cars. This water will then fall off and
evaporate as the cars drive down the road.

6. Average cars washed per day = 50.

If you have any questions concerning this memo; please contact .
Gary Hughes at (914) 742-2905 or Chris Fullam at (914) 562-4391.

GEH/geh < )“j@
GARY HUGH

Project Engineer
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KARTIGANER

ASSQOCIATES, P.C.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS

555 BLOOMING GROVE TURNFIKE « NEWBURGH, NY 12550-7896 » (814) Hivr AT
27 & :cust 1991 )

T -

Towr ¢f New Windsor
55% tr.ion Avenue
New.Wwindsor, New York 12553

ATAY ¢ JON: MARK EDSALL, P.E., TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER

SUR.: .w'; MOBIL STATION O6N2X, VAILS GATE, NEW YORK

 pea: .. Edsall: A
We o requesting that the Board administratively declare a putiice
hear i+ for the SUBJECT Mobil Vails Gate project plans as sulurit ted
to 11 Planning Board 7 August 1991 for the 11 September 1991 or
next svailable meeting.

As Jir.-cussed this morning, time is of the esgsence as the cuvner
woul:l 1ike to construct this year if at all possible before wintnr,
We «:. making this request as the preliminary comments receiv~i at
the ¢ August 1991 workshop meeting were completed in the 7 Anqust
subwttal, and that with the exception of the changes reviewed at
the » “rkshop, the major portion of the plans have been reviewad at
earlisr i dates by the Planning Board and Zoning Board of Appenlsx,

Thari you very much for this courtesy.
Very truly yours,

KAR? .~ NER ASSOCIATES, P.C.

("j—"‘ - \
g™ 0 /'k ‘K{A(\“‘%\‘_/‘*—-—-—“

Scoti 1., Kartiganek, P.E.
Vice s esident

STK: " um

di 14

eds»t] . 1tr
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KARTIGANER
ASSOCIATES, P.C.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS

555 BLOOMING GROVE TURNPIKE « NEWBURGH, NY 12550-7896 « [914) 562 - 4391
23 August 1991 ‘ ‘ ' ‘

4

Town of New Windsor Planning Board
555 Union Avenue
New Windsor, New York 12553

ATTENTION: MR. CARL SCHEIFER
"PLANNING BOARD CHAIRMAN

SUBJECT: MOBIL OIL SERVICE STATION
ROUTE 94 S
VAILS GATE, NEW YORK

Dear Mr. Scheifer:

Please find attached for your review and necessary action,
additional information regarding the proposed car wash to be
constructed at the SUBJECT site. This information should assist
you in your review of the site plan now before the Board.

Should you have any questions regarding the attached information,
please feel free to contact me at the above address.

Very truly yours,
KARTIGANER ASSOCIATES, P.C.

V ZADAY /) o

Michael R. Cain, P.E.
Project Manager

MRC:hs
.cc: Gary Hughes, Mobil 0il Corp.

NWPB0823.LTR
di 141




e e
KARTIGANER
M ASSOCIATES, P.C.
P\ BCONSULTING ENGINEERS |

555 BLOOMING GRGVE TURNPIKE NEWBURGH, NY 12550 7896 « [91 4) 562 - 4391
o 7 August 1991

Town of New Windsor
Plannlng Board .

555 Union Avenue

New Wlndsor, New York 12553

ATTENTION:, CARL, SCHEIFER, PLANNING BOARD CHAIRMAN

SUBJECT: MOBIL STATION 06N2X, VAILS GATE, NEW YORK

Dear Mr. Scheifer:

Pursuant to our workshop meeting with the Plannlng Board Engineer
and Fire Marshall, please find attached fourteen (14) coples of the
SUBJECT Site Plan entitled "Site Plan - Rebuild for Service Station
06N2X in the Town of New Windsor, Orange County, New York", dated
30 March 1990 with a revision dated of 7 August 1991.

We request to be placed on the next avallable planning board agenda
so we may continue review of the project.

Should you have any questlons, please do not hesitate to contact me
at your earliest convenience.

Very truly yours,
KARTIGANER ASSOCIATES, P.C.

7?45;£$~47/F?4ﬁ;;

Michael R. Cain, P.E.
Project Manager

MRC:hs
cc: Mr. Gary Hughes, Mobil 0il Corp.

NWPB0807. LTR
di 141
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MOBIL OIL CORPORATION:

' Scott Kartiganer of Kartiganer Associates, P.C., Jim
Moran and Gary Hughes came before the Board
representing this proposal.

BY MR. FENWICK: This is a request for 1,830 square
foot lot area, 13 foot side yard and 6.46 feet
building height variance to add car wash to station
located at five corners in Vail's Gate (C zone).

BY MR. KARTIGANER: My name is Scott Kartiganer and
my friends are Gary Hughes and Jim Moran from Mobil.
The purpose of the presentation request set back and
height variance for the car wash structure on the
property. That is this structure right here. We're
also requesting a slight area variance. The reason
that the structure has to be located where it is is
due to, made to provide a better internal circulation
pattern around the building and to create a better
and safer exit and entry from both Route 32 and Route
94. This arrangement was the one previously seen by
the Planning Board at the 22nd May meeting after
reviewing several alternative plans. Those included,
by the way, ones that we met the setback and height
requirements. And what I'd like to do is just read,
there's a short segment from their notes, from the
Planning Board notes. Mr. Edsall stated that you may
want to put in the record that the fact that you have
looked at a variety of arrangements and this appears
to be the rest internal traffic arrangement and
because of this final best site plan, created a need
for a variance. I don't want them to misunderstand
that we haven't reviewed it. Basically, what we have
done over here and even the DOT we have two entrances
here right now. We have the internal arrangement was
to put the car wash at this location, creating the
entry into the car wash from this direction. This
allows the stacking of the vehicles, if there is
stacking here, to come out and then the cars would
come out and move on. We have located only a single
entry and exit on Route 94, instead of the two that
are currently going into construction right now by
the DOT. We couldn't make that change because of the
existing pumps and existing gas station and we're
making that only into one single entry and it will,
this will afford a better safety buffer over heres on
the stacking lane on 94. It's also, we have reviewed
this with the DOT, we haven't <ubmitted all of our
permits yet, but they like this arrangement better.
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BY MR. TANNER: Are the pumps staying in the same
place? ’

BY MR. KARTIGANER: No, the pumps are -- we are
putting all the pumps along the Route 32 corridor
right here. The same number of pumps, we're just
rearranging them along this way, it's a much better
plan. The overall plan, by the way, is for this will
be a small retail store, small retail convenience
store, car wash and pumps.

BY MR. FINNEGAN: So it won't be repair place any
more?

BY MR. KARTIGANER: Will not be a repair place any
more and consequently, there will be less cars in the
parking area. We have done an extensive landscaping
plan. -This is a picture of the building, by the way.
We haven't done final design until we get the final
layout and all the approvals on it. We have done a
fairly extensive landscaping plan around the
perimeter. It's the intention to make it look very
nice. It's in excess of what the Planning Board
requested, but it's also a permanent corner.

. BY MR. TORLEY: Is that a sign?

BY MR. KARTIGANER: This sign would be here, in the
same location as it exists now. ’

BY MR. TORLEY: I don't see it marked here.
BY MR FINNEGAN: It's on the corner.
BY MR. KARTIGANER: It's underneath the line.

BY MR. FENWICK: The only thing you have been cited
for to be brought to the Board is on that building in
the back, that's the only thing we're going to
address right now.

BY MR. TORLEY: The sign is, I do want to make sure
that if we do this, we do it with all the appropriate
variances. I'm asking about the sign specifically,
there's no variance needed for that sign where it is
planned to be?

BY MS. BARNHART: It's not on here.
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BY MR. LUCIA: You might want to check the ordinance
to see that you don't also require a sign area
variance and possibly setback variance given the
location and the size of the sign.

BY MR. FENWICK: The only building sign?

BY MR. TORLEY: No, this one, if you look on the
plan, there's one on the apex.

BY MR. LUCIA: And you also might want to check the
signage on the building, whether or not that exceeds
what's allowable.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: The signs on the building, we
checked that. That meets the code.

BY MR. TORLEY: Just trying to make sure we get
everything done at once.

BY MR. FENWICK: The rest of the concept of the whole
thing in fact, what you're showing us now is not even
before this Board. What I get the feeling from the
Planning Board minutes is that you have gone and met
everything by the law to avoid any other variance.
Fine, so we're looking at the car wash.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: Just one thing I want to point
out. One thing with the area variance, you know that
wasn't really a variance at, initially it was over
4200 square feet of area on it. At the request of
Mark Edsall, they determined that area was less where
the sewer easement is, which was granted. We weren't
aware that would become a variance situation at that
time.

BY MR. FENWICK: He should see what has happened to
people's houses. We're talking commercial here.
We've had them run right through people's lawns and
they have lots, the square footage is usable, square
footage, in other words, building square footage
versus the overall square footage.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: Yes, the net building area is
gquite a bit less than --

BY MR. FINNEGAN: They have to work in the easement
then have a real big problem.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: What we did, we did design the
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building, we kept the car wash, any permanent
structures outside the easement area. The pumps are
here, tanks are over here. These would be the buried
tanks. ’

BY MR. TORLEY: Parking over the tanks?

BY MR. KARTIGANER: Yes, there's parking over the
tanks. Most of the parking would be service people
and people working.

BY MR. TORLEY: Once again, the fire marshall has
given the blessing.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: It's been reviewed through the
Planning Board.

BY MR. LUCIA: Do you know how this exists as a gas
station now?

BY MR. KARTIGANER: Right.

BY MR. LUCIA: 1Is it a pre-existing, nonconforming
use? Did it receive a variance?

BY MR. KARTIGANER: There's no variance on it now.

BY MR. LUCIA: Did it pre-existing zoning in New
Windsor? Do you know?

BY MR. KARTIGANER: I don't know how long has the gas
station been here? '

BY MR. HUGHES: Since Matt Florio, I know at least
since '82, the building was constructed back probably
close to 20 years ago. Jim has the exact numbers, he
can tell you.

BY MR. MORAN: I don't have a copy of the deed.

BY MR. LUCIA: It's been a gas station to the Board's
knowledge for at least 20 years.-

BY MR. HUGHES: Matt's been with Mobil for at least
25, it's probably somewhere within that realm.

BY MR. FENWICK: Does Mobil own this?

BY MR. HUGHES: Yes.
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BY MR. MORAN: 1966 is the deed into Mobil. It was
updated probably more than once since then.

BY MR. LUCIA: As you may have heard some of the
aspects of this application are similar to the Sunoco
that you sat in on. You're razing the building, I
understand the --

BY MR. KARTIGANER: We're rebuilding the entire site.

BY MR. LUCIA: Because of that, you probably are
going to need special permit approval as a gas
station from the Planning Board. Obviously, it's a
change in use but a minor change in use. From the
Zoning Board's perspective, I think that the Board
would want you to speak to are the issues raised in
section 4824Bl1, with regard to a change in a
nonconforming use. You are changing from one type of
nonconforming to another by adding the car wash, so
if you would just speak to the issues how it impacts
the town.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: You're saying that as we have to
go back for a special permit even though we have gone

BY MR. LUCIA: As part of the application, just to
cover yourself, you should ask for a special permit
for a gas station use because you're changing the
existing use by razing the building and completely
reconfiguring the islands. You know, if they're, it
sits there now -~

BY MR. KARTIGANER: We're under a special permit
right now.

BY MR. LUCIA: That special permit is for a different
footprint. You're coming in with something
different. To cover yourself, you're going to want
to get the Planning Board's special permit approval
on this footprint because it raises different
aspects.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: We were attempting to do it to
modify the existing special permit.

BY MR. LUCIA: However the Planning Board wants to
handle it. I just raised the issue because it arises
here because you're entitled to be on notice if they
want to do the modifications, that's fine with me.
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BY MR. KARTIGANER: Sure.

BY MR. TORLEY: Do we have a signed off plan from the
Planning Board?

BY MR. KARTIGANER: Yeah, they did‘sign'sométhing the
last time. : :

- BY MR. FENWICK: Yes, Carl Schiefer signed this plan
right here.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: I just wanted to bring this up to
the Board.  We did have an existing variance for the
existing gas station for a canopy that was in '82,
1982.

BY MR. TORLEY: You have presented it to the Planning
Board an arrangement that would not have required a
variance and they preferred this for traffic flow and
safety purposes?

BY MR. MORAN: A layout of the car wash.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: What we had to do, we turned
around the traffic flow coming into the car wash as
opposed to coming from the road. This one I prefer
this a lot more because we have all this, you know,
stacking and pecple could, they tend to park right
around these buildings anyway, but it allows you to
come in and out or come to different roads.

BY MR. FENWICK: Is there a way on this drawing of
showing us where the building that's existing now is?

BY MR. KARTIGANER: Well, we have existing site plan.
BY MR. MORAN: This is a 1990 existing site plan.
BY MR. HUGHES: This probably is the most recent.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: 32, 94, the two pump island and
they exist right now. :

BY MR. FENWICK: The only thing that I was getting at
is how far is the rear of the building to that side
yard that we're speaking about there? In other
words, what's coming into play here is a side yard, I
believe. From that point, to where the building is
now, what are we talking about there? Do you know?
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'BY MR. KARTIGANER: I'd say it's probably about 80
feet. .Right now, that area is a lot of property
there, as you go by, it's, that's not being utilized.
There's a ditch and road and -- =

BY MR. LUCIA: If that's 80 feet, I take it the
previous side yard variance was not for the same side
yard you're looking for a variance on?

BY MR. KARTIGANER: No, these were for along 32 and
94.

BY MR. FENWICK: Had to do with the canopies are too
close to the road, I remember that now.

'BY MR. HUGHES: Yes, sir.

BY MR. LUCIA: The new canopy would conform, I take
it, it's far enough setback from the front yard
there?

BY MR. HUGHES: Yes.

BY MR. LUCIA: Both front yards, you have two front
yards, how about the 94 side?

BY MR. KARTIGANER: Well, we're going to, as far as
these setbacks, we're exceeding these areas. That
was a.question that was raised by the Planning Board.
They didn't consider that as part of the building.

BY MR. TORLEY: So you really are into the
requirement front yard?

BY MR. LUCIA: I f you measure the distance from 94.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: Here's the line. It's clearly.
within that. ’ '

BY Mr. TORLEY: So we need é $ide,yard variance or a
front yard variance for the canopy.

BY MR. FENWICK: I'm just going to say that may be
true, but that hasn't been sent to us for that.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: That wasn't our understanding.

BY MR. FENWICK: I'm just going to make you aware of
it but at this time, that's not something --
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BY MR. TORLEY: You're,sudgestingrthat they come back
for another preliminary?

- BY MR. FENWICK: They might have to. -The only thing
that's been addressed to this Board is that one, well
I'm talking about the one structure. That's it.

"BY MR. KARTIGANER: That wasn't, you know, we didn't
think that was actually, I wasn't even aware there
was a variance for the canopy. In some towns, it's
not considered part of the structure. We haven't had
any problens.

BY MR.TORLEY: The 60 foot even covers the pump
island, so you definitely need it.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: You're considering this as the
building variance. :

BY MR. TORLEY: VYou're 60 foot setback from the road,
right?

BY MR. KARTIGANER: For buildings.

BY MR. TORLEY: Now you have got the pumps, would you
consider that accessory?

BY MR. LUCIA: It raises two issues. One, the
variance for the setback because you're took close to
both front yards and the other thing is you may have
also heard on the previous application with the
satellite dish, it would be considered an accessory
building located closer to the street line than your
building setback. So you know, it also involves
4814A4 of the ordinance.

BY MR. TORLEY: I question that this is a continuous
structure through here. I don't think it is.

BY MR. MORAN: It's not a continuous. structure, it's
tucked under. 1It's a separate building tucked under.

BY MR. LUCIA: It's not attached to the building
itself.

BY MR. HUGHES: Just basically overhead cover for
rain for customers. For a matter of record, that the
canopies that we're proposing here are less than what
exists out there on the site right now.
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BY MR. LUCIA: That's relevant as a mitigating
factor, but it still doesn't speak to the underlying
issue that a variance is probably needed. What I
suggest is take it back to the Planning Board. I
think you also are going to want to amend your map to
show on your bulk table a column specifically
spelling out variances needed on lot areas, side yard
and building height, as well as adding the front yard
variances.

BY MR. FENWICK: They have a variance when I was on
this Board, when they came for the variance for a
canopy. Okay, that canopy, that variance in effect
is a, you cannot be, they are going to be, let's say
15 foot off the road, I don't remember what it was,
but it's probably not a heck of a lot more and it
was six feet. They are not even going to be six feet
off the road. We're now talking about use, we're not
talking about nonconforming use, it was just a line
given them at the time that you'll not be closer than
that variance that we're granting you. You can
correct me if I am wrong, they look like they are
going to be inside of that variance or in better
shape than what the variance was that we gave them.
Do they in effect lose that variance because they are
taking down the building?

BY MR. LUCIA: Yes, because they are removing it. As
I said, all those factors go to mitigation in terms
of the showing they have to make to the Board. They
are actually improving the front yard setback, so
it's certainly something they can show us in argument
for it and we'd be, the point should well be taken,
but since they are physically removing what they have
a variance on, they are starting from scratch on this
one.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: Can we proceed, let me just
present this as a question. Can we proceed and try
to get approvals on the variance that we have
requested, okay, which includes request for basically
is our site plan without a canopy?

BY MR. LUCIA: You can, if the Planning Board agrees
that they require variance, you're going to wind up
with two public hearings. If you don't mind going to
the trouble and expense.
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BY MR. KARTIGANER: If we get our, I'd have to get
the okay from, you know, obviously we'd proceed on,
trying to proceed with getting the variance for the
canopy. '

"BY MR. LUCIA: I'm not sure, just from your own and
you can obviously reach your own decision on this,
whether it's going to accelerate it any because the
plan we now have before us shows a canopy. If you
want to exclude the canopy from this application, you
have to go back to the Planning Board with a new plan
without the canopy anyway. So I think no matter what
happens tonight, you're still going to have to go
back to the Planning Board to get the plan changed.

BY MR. TORLEY: What I'd recommend personally that
you be scheduled for another preliminary hearing and
you can come back with everyone after the variance
that you might need, the request then we'll go
through the whole procedure once. I'm afraid you
might go through a public hearing, do all that, and
find out we need another variance and you'd have to
go through the whole process again.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: That's what I'm not sure if we're
getting approval for a variance or approval for the
whole site plan.

BY MR. LUCIA: You're not, before the Planning Board
can approve your site plan, you need to have these
variances granted. If this Board denies the
variance, they have no site plan to approval. ¥You
have to change it to be conforming.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: What we can do is present the
same site plan to the Planning Board. Give approval
with the note that the canopy is not approved at this
time unless recommend telling the Planning Board that
the canopy is not approved, this is a variance that
you forgot to mention that requires a variance
because that we a question there, you know, it was
some towns require it as a variance as a building,
consider it a building, some places consider it
something else. We can take it off and get the
approval, you know, from the Planning Board. They
have approved everything else.

BY MR. TORLEY: You still have the pump that's in the
front, a front yard, if you want to consider that.
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BY MR. FENWICK: If he makes the canopy overhang the
pump, so the pump doesn't even come into play.

BY MR. TORLEY: If he takes the canopy off, he's

still got the pump. » o

BY MR. FENWICK: I don't think they are going to do
that. We can set that up. That's the idea to pump
the gas out of the weather.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: The other thing Jim suggested if
we can just come back here, the Planning Board had no
problems with the canopy or the pumps or anything,
come back here at the next session in our application
request for -- does it have to come through the
Planning Board?

BY MR. LUCIA: Since it requires revision to the map,
that at least should be signed off by the Planning
Board, so I think you probably have to go back to the
Planning Board in a work session.

BY MR. TORLEY: The site plan is the same.

BY MR. LUCIA: He has no variance column on his
table. He needs to show on the plan the specific
variance required and he's just showing, you know,
existing and permitted. I think some of the figures
are wrong. You probably want to revise some of the
figures, some of them you have matching the
requirements and the plan itself doesn't match them,
so I really would suggest you go over the whole table
as well as listing a variance required colunn.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: If that's the only thing, they
may do it in a workshop. That's possible. Because
it's a very small thing to put onto the map.

' BY MR. LUCIA: As I say,. since you're going back

anyway, it seems to me to be most sufficient to
handle all the issues at the same time so it involved
front yard on the variance, do it all at one public
hearing. That would be my recommendation. If you

- want to do it piecemeal you're welcome to.

BY MR. FENWICK: We have got a map signed by Carl
Schiefer and it says sent to the Zoning Board of
Appeals for necessary variances.

BY MR. TORLEY: Fine, let's get the necessary
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variances.

BY MR. LUCIA: As long as he amends the map to show
on there what he needs.

BY MR. TORLEY: I don't want to ping pong the
gentleman back and forth. :So are we permitted for
him to go to the building inspector or the daytime
workshop session and lay out exactly what he needs
" and come back for the next preliminary meeting?

BY MR. LUCIA: If he adds the column on variances
needed and gets Mike or Mark to sign a new notice of
denial, specifically listing all those variances, I
see no problem with him coming back. The question
is, do you want to see it again at the preliminary
before he goes to public hearing? T

BY MR. FENWICK: Definitely.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: Go directly to the public
hearing?

BY MR. FENWICK: No, the reason why and it sounds,
doesn't sound right because I know the other towns
you're into-a public hearing and they haven't seen it
at all, you may go through considerable expense, sit
down with the Board and you have got two people that
aren't here, have seer. it for the first time and go I
don't like this and you have no idea why they don't.
We can settle it in a preliminary rather than you
come to the preliminary and I think it's fair for the
applicant. You get to know what we're looking for,
okay, or what we expect from you.

BY MR. TORLEY: I have no problem with the plans.

BY MR. FENWICK: I don't either, personally I have no
problem with the plan as it stands, but 1I'd like to
have all your ducks in a row, as we say.

BY MR. KARTIGANER: We have to put the variance table
and get it signed off at the workshop session.

BY MR. LUCIA: At the same time I'd check the
provided column because some of the numbers are not
accurate.

BY MR. TORLEY: Did we talk about the two front yard
variances? Maybe the canopy or the pumps themselves
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and I don't know whether the sign»meets it or not.

BY MR. FENWICK: Just address the 81gn and make sure
it gets stralqhtened out. Entertaln a motlon to-

table the matter’

BY MR. FINNEGAN: I make the motion to table it.

BY MR. TORLEY: I'll second it.

ROLL CALL:

Torley: 'Aye.
Finnegan: ~  Aye.
Tanner: Aye.

Fenwick: - Aye.
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MOBIL OIL SITE PLAN (90-50) ROUTE 32 & 94

Mr. Scott Kartiganer came before the Board representing
this proposal.

MR. KARTIGANER: The purpose of this meeting is the
presentation, address the application of a site plan
of a Mobil Station at the corner of Route 32 and 94
in vails Gate. The plan has been in front of the
Board before now.

MR. SCHIEFER: This is the existing station?

MR. KARTIGANER: We are doing a complete rebuild of

the existing station. There will be a car wash at

this one. Since the last meeting, we have done some
work with the DOT coordinating our design with what
they are doing out there right now. 2And also, taking
into consideration the major comment what we believe

at the last meeting was revising the orientation of

the car wash to provide some more stacking capabilities.

And this is what we have done. Just for your
edification, this area alona Route 32 currently is
being in construction as far as the islands. We are
showing slightly larger islands. We made the entrances
and exits along Route 32 are what the State wants.

We may or may not increase the width of that island,
depending on what they do. I think they are going to
put some brick and make it nice. These islands over
here right now currently you can see it is not as
clear as you can but we are showing exitino curbing
that's out there all right and it's agoing to be a

curb cut back here, two curb cuts along Route 94,

What we are proposing to do is only put one which we
have generally had, we haven't gotten the formalities
through the DOT but they are not going to have any
problems with that. I have already discussed it with
the field engineer. They are going to construct it
the way that they have the design because the exit of
the station is there. We couldn't make the field
modifications at this time for what we wanted just
simply because that's the way it's laid out. I have
Mark's comments in front of me. There's one or two
minor comments pertaining to the 8 spaces as opposed
to 7. That's just a drafting notation there. We have
the, I believe, the amount of parking that's required
that's there. We haven't shown the landscapning at
this time. We are d01ng considerable 1anoscap1nq along
the perimeter once we have the layout.
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'MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Gentlemen, he's got to go for a variance,

okay, that's basically what he's here for to go to the
Zoning Board of Appeals.

MR. SCHIEFER: -What's the variance here?
MR. DUBALDI: For the car wash.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Read the comments here and it will
tell you.

-MR. KARTIGANER: And the third thing--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No sense in going through all this
until after the Zoning Board of Appeals because he
doesn't know if he's going to get the variances yet.

MR. SCHIEFER: That map is the way they want it and
the DOT is going to control the map, the final map
I'd like to see what the agtual things are going to

.be the way they are.

MR. KARTIGANER: They are shown. The actual things

as they exist right now. This curbing right here and
this curbing, what we have voiced, we have asked the
DOT and they have no, they have taken no exception of
putting in the curbing just movina this entrance back
to here and this entrance we are keeping this the same
place. Along 32, what we are showing is the DOT's
proposed entrance location. The DOT has a proposed
entrance right here at this location. We are just
making this into one mass over here and we are putting
in the entrance, the DOT has an entrance back here and
we want to put it right here so we'll just have a
single entrance. They will be constructing it the wav
their current plan is. We can't have them make that
change at this time hecause the configqurations of the
pumps .

MR. MC CARVILLE: This particular plan you're showing
us, is that wholly utilized the property belnq used as
parking by your neighbors?

MR. JIM MORAN: I'm from Mobil 0il. I think I was by
there the other day and the DOT curbing that thev have
laid out cuts off any access to the rear property but

if they weren't doing that, we would, bv construction

of the car wash where it is and the other things that
are going to go back there, that access would no longer
be there.

MR. MC CARVILLE: Thank vou.
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MR. SCHIEFER: This parking will be cut out?
MR. MC CARVILLE: Yes, there's an illeqal drivéWay.

MR. DUBALDI: The trash enclosure is going to be put in
the way.

'MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I don't know if it goeé back that far.

MR. SCHIEFER: McDonald's owns the piece of land and
they have today there was nothina in there. I noticed
it but that's the piece you're talking about.

MR. MC CARVILLE: I portion of it is on the Mobil--

MR. MORAN: The changes in the grades would totally
eliminate right now we don't utilize, we agrade off and
then there's a flat area and the grade is going to
entirely change and that's virtually going to disappear.
MR. SCHIEFER: The DOT will eliminate our problem here.
MR. MC CARVILLE: Can we take a look at your elevations?

MR. KARTIGANER: Sure. All right, the elevations we
have some photos also of--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Couldn't you gquys desian a little
bit different building than just a hox dropped out of
the sky by an airplane?

MR. KARTIGANER: Buildino is sort of modern, it's a
gas station.

MR. VAN LEEUWEH: Looks like somebody dropved it out
of an airplane.

MR. MC CARVILLE: They all look like boxes.
MR. SCHIEFER: There's the palm trees there.
MR. KARTIGANER: We'll put the palm trees in there.

MR. MC CARVILLE: With this kind of building, we'd
like to see a very extensive landscaping.

MR. KARTIGANER: Well, I think--

MR. MC CARVILLE: Including the trees in the drawing.

-It's gotten to the point where there are just so many
- of these we have at least applications for three on

Route 32 now we got several in existence and all over
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the area you look at shoe boxes with a little convenience
store in it. They are convenient, they are easy to get
in and out of but there comes a time when you have to
take a look at what is happening.

MR. KARTIGANER: Well, what I can point out like as
far as that Vails Gate corner, probably the nicest
kept up and maintained property in that whole little
area is that Mobil station.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The old Hess station is very well
maintained.

MR. MC CARVILLE: I am not overly enthused abhout the
particular design that you are proposinag.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'm not either.
MR. MC CARVILLE: But that's corporate.

MR. SCHIEFER: If it's a éorporate desian, yvou can do
something, make it a little more attractive by land-

scaping and you have alreadv agreed to do that.

MR. KARTIGANER: We have aareed to do that.
MR. MC CARVILLE: Some emphasis should be put--
MR. KARTIGANER: We'll put--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I make a motion to approve this site
plan. ’ :

MR. MC CARVILLE: I'll second it.
MR. SCHIEFER: Motion has been made and seconded we

approve the Mobil 0Oil Site Plan on Route 32 and 94.
Any discussion?

ROLL CALL:

Mr. VanLeeuwen No
Mr. McCarville No
Mr. Lander No
Mr. Dubaldi ) No

Mr. Schiefer _ No

MR. EDSALL: You may want to put in the record the
fact that you have looked at a varietv of arrancements
and this appears to bhe the best internal traffic
arrancement and because of this final best site plan
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arrangement it .created a need for a variance. I don't
want them to misunderstand- that you haven't reviewed
it. Is that a fair reflectlon of where we . stand? -

MR. 'SCHIEFER- Anyone have any objectlon to that goino -
into the minutes to go to the Zonlng Board of Appeals‘
along with. the plan? . :

'MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No.

MR.'SCHIEFER: You want one of these plans stamped?

MR. BABCOCK: Just signed by you.
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MOBIL OIL CORPOKATION SITE PLAN (90-50) ROUTE 32 & 94

Mr. Chris Fullam came before the Board representing
this proposal.

MR. FULLAM: My name is Chris Fullam from Kartiganer
Associates. I am here representing Mobil 0il Corpora-
tion and proposing to rebuild the Mobil station on

the corner of Route 94 and 32. With me is Mr. Jim
Moran of Mobil 0il Corporation.

Basically, this is a survey of the station as it is
now. We have got four mechanical pumps, one building.
New York State DOT just came through and redid the
curbing along both sides of the project. 1It's in the
C zone, designed shoppina. This use is permitted by
special permit, I believe if Mark was here, he can
confirm that. What we propose is six Mobil opump
dispensers, car wash in the back. This is what we
call a total rebuild where you take everythina off

the site, remove the existing fuel storage tanks, come
back and completely rebuild the site puttina new
storage tanks, canopy, building and car wash.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You want to add a car wash to it?
MR. FULLAM: Yes, we do.

MR, VAN LEEUWEN: You're sure about that, vou're
going to recycle the water?

MR. FULLAM: Yes, we are. The car wash is totallv
recycleable. They have grills at each end, approxi-
mately four gallons per car comes off throuah the car
wash. And that's caught in the grills and aoes into
the drainage system.

MR. MC CARVILLE: I've got one question and I'm looking
at this and I see this area down here existina dirt

‘parking lot and I assume that's where the emplovees at

McDonald's park their cars. What happens to that area
under the new site plan?

MR. FULLAM: That area would be back here.

MR. MC CARVILLE: There's a reallv, what we would call
an illegal curb cut. The last time McDonald's was in
there, we asked them to eliminate that, I'm surprised
that the DOT hasn't done it. 2nd I'm sure they
probably will when they oput the curb in there but as
part of that revised plan, I want that curb to extend
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right over that driveway.

MR. FULLAM: That curb cut is not on our property.
Well, the parking is over here.

MR. MC CARVILLE: The parking is on your property.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That's not your property.

MR. FULLAM: Over here, no. This curbing out here
reflects the design rebuild of the curbs by the DOT.
We are not proposing any work in the DOT right-of-way
at all. 3

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Can I ask you a question. Let's go
back to the parking lot because I see you like to get
away from that.

MR. MORAN: My name is Jim Moran from Mobil 0il. We
have had a number of discussions with McDonald's
operations about a number of thinas. Thev had

proposed some easement and things like that and that
unofficial curb cut is between our property and Pizza
Huts. 1It's not on our property. Now, some of the
parking that eventually ends uop in the back is encroachina
on our property. And I wrote a letter to them last
vear when we met the manager over there May 3rd of 1990
explaining to them that they have a number of encroach-
ments. They had a bridge back there for the emplovees
to get over which is on our property. The flag pole
that they have is located on our property and it wasn't
at that point it's really not given us anvy problem
where it is however I told them that if we do need

that other area for some other use or change in our
site plan, they'd certainly have to remove it. They
had fill materials and the vehicles from McDonald
employees. The ones on this side closer to the corner
but they are not entering on our property.

MR. MC CARVILLE: Just for the. record, about two vears
ago McDonald's was in and we at that time asked them
to discontinue the use of that parking area.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They agreed to do it.

MR. MC CARVILLE: They adgreed to do it. However, it
never materialized. As part of the approval of this
plan, I would hope that that would be a landscaped
area without parking. In other words, we don't want
it to be used for that purpose.

MR. MORAN: I'm not clear. I'm not clear if we can
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! I , keep them out of there, it's not our property. The
: access to it--

MR. MC CARVILLE: We understand that.

MR. MORAN: Our property will not be useable anymore.
It will have a different grade there. The trash
enclosure would be in that corner. And we can fence
it off or do something.

MR. MC CARVILLE: This would require some type of
landscaping. Matter of fact, there's no landscapina
that I can see on the site with this plan.

MR. MORAN: All of this area and the curbina will be
landscaped.

MR. MC CARVILLE: We'll need a landscaping plan to
supplement this.

MR. MORAN: There's a steep arade here like a bank

and right now there's a fence like a quard rail along
here that will be removed and will operate more to the
property line.

f :I MR. MC CARVILLE: And yvour calculations of all your
v areas was the easement deducted?

MR. FULLAM: Yes, that was one of the comments Mark
had at the workshop session. ‘

MR. LANDER: I think Chris might be able to answer,
did you see the State outline of the curb passed vour
site into Pizza Hut? Do vou remember off-hand whether
or not that was going to be curbed straight across
that would stop the traffic there?

MR. BABCOCK: That's the entrance to Pizza Hut. If
you actually look at it, what vou do is vou, it's
actually the exit coming out of Pizza Hut. That's
their exit. You can go in and bear--if vou want to
go into it, you'd bear to the richt. What the
people from McDonald's are doing is going in and
going right over the parking 1line.

MR. LANDER: There's curbina there. There's curbing
there now into Pizza Hut. Thev ao on the' other side

of the curbing. That's what I'm savina. I don't know--
does the curbing go straight across and wrap around

into Pizza Hut?

MR. BABCOCK: They are redoing all the way back to
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a;moét the Tbruway so if there's no curbing, there's .
not going to be a curb cut there when it's all said
and done. There won't be.

MR. LANDER: I know it's hard to get one from them.

MR. MORAN: You can see that there was curbing. This
is our property on this side of this pole and they
are going in right here now and actually there's no
more grass, kind of dirt road.

MR. MC CARVILLE: They put a little shale down there.

MR. MORAN: They had proposed that we cive them an
easement to our property inside the red lines and we
said no so they are coming in over here, this side
of the pole.

MR. BABCOCK: Maybe we can ask the apprlicant at anv
time did McDonald's rent that property from them for
parking? : '

MR. MORAN: No, that's why I put them on notice that
we are not condoning what they are doing.

MR. MC CARVILLE: They submitted that as part of their
plan that employees parking was aoing to be there on
one of them. .

MR. MORAN: Back in 19837, they had proposed that we
give them an easement and we didn't. If they were
representing we had, that's not true.

MR. LANDER: To get to the car wash, we have to drive
across the pads there? What happens if somebodv is
unloading gas or that's where they fill?

MR. MORAN: They fill over--ves.

MR. MC CARVILLE: Which way does the traffic flow into

“the car wash? How does it flow in?

MR. FULLAM: Arrow coming in, arrow coming out, cars
waiting here. :

MR. MC CARVILLE: 1Is this going to be, what's this
here? ’

MR. FULLAM: These are pumps.
MR. MC CARVILLE: These are not fillina station things,

they're underground tanks.
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MR. LANDER: I know they're underground tanks.

'MR. MORAN: The only time any impediment here would

be if there was a truck and they'd impede the entire
operation. They generally come in at night I would
think or at some off peak time.

MR. MC CARVILLE: You look at this flow more desireable
from a standpoint of getting customers in rather on
this side where you can stack more cars.

MR. MORAN: Quite frankly, we have preliminarily 1laid
out both wayvs and we really haven't made up our minds
as to which way would be best. I think vou'd get more
stacking here right and actually the flow would be
into the car wash here and then out. This car wash is
not high volume type of operation. It's a rollover,
one car at a time, usually tied into the gas line.
Most of the people will buy gas, they'll get a

ticket or a number to punch into this little ‘machine,
it's a rollover car wash.

MR. MC CARVILLE: If vou're goino to stack--

MR. KRIEGER: There's one on Route 2. I went down
there and washed my car and I found that this picture
of one car, that place was jammed.

MR. MORAN: South Road?
MR. KRIEGER: Yes.

MR. MORAN: South Road has alwavs been, it's a brushless
car wash. It was built by Mobil and then turned over
to a dealer later on in the '80's but it's a more of a
car wash oriented facility.

MR, DUBALDI: I used to work up there and the one
difference though between that one and this one is

that there was another way for the cars to aget in there.
There was a clear, you know, right-of-way to get in
there, I mean, vou know, I didn't have to necessarily
go to the pumps. You could go around the pumps. I'm
looking at this on the end and there's no way, I mean
at least from what it looks on my map here, there's no
way a car could get in unless it's going to the gas,

not much room. ‘

MR. MC CARVILLE: They're underground tanks, drive
right over it.

MR. MORAN: I tend to agree-with you, might be a better
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possibility to put the car wash over here.

MR. MC CARVILLE: You're safer because last thinag a
guy does before he goes into the car wash if he's a
smoker, he drops the cigarette butt out the window.
I know, I'm a smoker. But, I think it would be
safer coming through stacking this way.

MR. FULLAM: Our concern stacking over here is the
easement, sewer easement.

MR. MC CARVILLE: Another thing you need is an
approval, DOT, you got Fire Department approval.

MR. FULLAM: We need--

MR. LANDER: You mean DEC. Do you need anvthing from
the DEC?

MR. FULLAM: I don't believe so, discharaes into the
storm sewer.

MR. LANDER: Car wash does, he needs approvals from
DEC and the EPA.

MR. MORAN: No. This is not the--this is where the
location of the proposed car wash is. You can still
put it out of the easement.

MR. MC CARVILLE: Leave the car wash right where it
is and just turn it slightly parallel to the easement
and you come out of here and yvou're straicht out awav
from here, you follow me? Just reverse the traffic,
turn the car wash like that. You can even offset
that a little bit. The other plan showed the car
wash in the front of the buildina.

MR. LANDER: Then you're always goina into the traffic,
that way you're talkina about coming off 32.

MR. MC CARVILLE: In off 32 but they are going out the
other way.

MR. LANDER: Again, they're goina across traffic that
way . :

MR. MORAN: Well, I don't know how it effects vour
perception of the plan but the car wash is a truely
accessory secondary use to this site. The site is
going to be dominated by the gas facilities. People
are not going to become, I think, there might even be
a car wash somewhere. Is there a Purple car wash?
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MR, VAN LEEUWEN: Right across the street.

MR. MORAN: Which probably if people want to get a
good car wash or as good as you .can get out of a
tunnel car wash, they might go to that. The cars
come into the islands and however this is laid out,
they then have got all of them, I mean a small
percentage will get a car wash.

MR. MC CARVILLE: Where it is sitting is not on the
easement so I don't see what the problem would be to
have the flow come this way rather than this way
rather than stacking three cars here and having them
out on the highway. You have a lot more stacking
room, '

MR. MORAN: It may be a preference to right turns,
left turns, it's a more normal turn . for somebodv to
pull in this way but that's, it can be done.

MR. MC CARVILLE: Other than that, I have no problem
with the plan. ’

MR. LANDER: Those parking spaces have to be changed.
MR. MC CARVILLE: What respect?
MR. LANDER: They are 2 foot, they have to be 10.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That's town law. We can't waive
that.

MR. FULLAM: We can do that.
MR. DUBALDI: The lenath has to be 20 feet, correct?
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Nineteen (19) feet.

MR. MC CARVILLE: What is your source of water for
this facility? Are vou working on a well now?

MR. FULLAM: No, we put a--

MR. MC CARVILLE: Anybody want to make a motion on the
lead agency?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'll so move.

MR. DUBALDI: I'll second it.
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ROLL CALL:
Mr. Dubaldi Aye
Mr. Lander - Aye
Mr. Vanleeuwen Aye

Mr. McCarville Aye

MR. MC CARVILLE: Motion for a negatiﬁe declaration?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It's a gasoline station, I don't
think I want to take negative declaration on this
one yet plus there's a car wash going in there, car
wash is no big deal but gasoline-- '

MR. MORAN: Tanks will be removed and replaced with
double wall fiberglass.

MR. MC CARVILLE: That's done under DEC inspection.
MR. FULLAM: Plus the town can make, I don't see a

big problem with the negative declaration, somebodv
mentioned something on the recyclina, was the water
going to be recycled. .

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: 1I'd like to see some detailed
drawings how the water gets--

MR. MORAN: Absolutely.
MR. MC CARVILLE: 1I'll give a copy of the comments.

MR. MORAN: The only water vou actually lose is the
drip water. Evervthing else is recvycled.
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45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)
ﬁ New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
PC O Branch Office

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 400 Broad Street

Milford, Pennsylvania 18337

CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS

PROJECT NAME: MOBIL OIL SITE PLAN

PROJECT LOCATION: NYS ROUTES 32 AND 94 (5 CORNERS)

PROJECT NUMBER: 90-50

DATE: 16 OCTOBER 1991

DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION INVOLVES THE COMPLETE REMOVAL OF

THE EXISTING BUILDING ON THE SITE AND CONSTRUCTION
OF NEW SERVICE ISLANDS, NEW RETAIL BUILDING AND A
NEW CAR WASH. THE PLAN WAS PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT
THE 27 FEBRUARY 1991, 22 MAY 1991 AND

11 SEPTEMBER 1991 PLANNING BOARD MEETINGS. THE
APPLICATION IS BEFORE THE BOARD FOR A PUBLIC
HEARING AT THIS MEETING.

1. The Board should note, for the record, that the Public Hearing
being held is for both the site plan application and the required
special permit for Use B-5.

2. A review of the plan indicates that the "provided"™ values appear
to have changed for the proposed site plan. Based on the values
indicated, it appears that the sales building has been moved
somewhat. The Board may wish to discuss this in detail with the
Applicant.

It should also be noted that the Applicant has revised the
parking provisions, providing only the number of spaces required,
per code (five (5) spaces are required; eight (8) were previously
provided, now five (5) are provided).

3. The status of the review and approval of the New York State
Department of Transportation should be discussed, for the record.

4. At the most recent Planning Board meeting, the Board directed
that the Applicant prepare a landscape plan for the site
improvements. As of this date, I have not received such
landscaping plan; the Board may wish to discuss the status of
same with the Applicant.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsytvania
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 PLANNING BOARD.
REVIEW COMMENTS

—2_

PROJECT NAME: 'MOBIL OIL SITE PLAN -

PROJECT LOCATION: NYS ROUTES 32 AND 94 (5 CORNERS)

PROJECT NUMBER: 90-50 o .

~ DATE: - 16 OCTOBER 1991 -

5. The élanhinq Board should require that a bond estimate be
submitted for this Site Plan in accordance with Paragraph A(1) (9)
of Chapter 19 of the Town Code. :

6. At such time that the Planning Board has made further review of

this application, further engineering reviews and comments will

A:MOBIL3.mk

—— —



T e
-y .. LR

e T gre-e L @ g0~ 50

“ ,-.f':: - - _‘ - o Rev. 4

'BUILDING INSPECTOR, PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER, FIRE INSPECTOR, SANITARY INSP.,
D.0.T., O.C.H., O.C.P., D.P.W., WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY, REVIEW
- FORM: | o .

The maps ahd plans for the Site App;'bvai

subdivision 5 : as submitted by

'jkCJX:\éO\ﬁ'U Q<ggoes for the building or subdivision of
\I\J\u\’§\\ D‘&- < codagss. has been

reviewed by me and is -approved \—— ,

disaesproved

N =
- o<

- -

- ? -

’T:é/é,}S xl\w('\ Wq\‘u %)udY&*W’Q\-S (?\afguxﬁ’
NNE_wdew Qe C a9 7N ¢

¢

eeHE



.
. . .. - o, - ¢ o
P e ACEES S L 4 . e A - S . s

f’:?:'. s -‘4";'3,4%“" | .7'— e . ~.'. o K | ‘::‘ , ‘ B &Psi WO]
- i'-iA ,ifaﬁri . o o : . o ‘s)()'f"fi')

BUILDING INSPECTOR, PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER, FIRE INSPECTOR,SANITARY INSP.
D.0.T., 0.C.H., O.C.P., D.P.W., WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY, REVIEW
FORM: : ‘ '

The maps and plans for the Site Appzoval V///

Subdivision

as submitted by
for the building or subdxvxs;on of

V\;Q\)\\ ' Oxl Oow_&lom‘xo

reviewed by me and is .approved

has been

disapproved_ ' . ;

“If disapproved, please 1ist

reason

QD@QJO\\ OBRE mo\\\(\ ﬂmA QBPQ&P O(mc& de A PSS

HIGowaY SUPZRIRTINDEINT

A

PR e——

Oﬁa\we) rl (QQ[

T DATE




. |  page 1 e

INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE
"TD{ ‘Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector

DATE: 9 October 1991

SUBJECTz Mobil 0il Cofpofation

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-%0-50
DATED: 31 (30) September 1921

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-91-079

A review of the above referenced subject site plan was conducted
on 7 October 1991.

This site plan is acceptable.

PLANS DATED: 15 September 1991; Revision 9.

Fire Inspector

RFR:mr
Att.

dc.’ﬂ-é. 7
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| Department of Planning

orange & Development
12¢ Main Sirest
county Goshen, Now York 10724
_ , (914) 294-5151
Comnly Exvenlive M&h’lﬂhmm

ORANGE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
239 L, M or N Report

This proposed action is being reviewed as am aid in coordinating such action betwee
and among govermmental agencies by bringing pertinent inter—commnity and Countywide con
siderations to the attention of the mmicipal agency having jurisdiction.

Referred by  Town of New Windsor D P & D Reference No. WI 33 91 M
Y County I.D. Bo. 69 / &  [26.
V.A'ppl icant Mobil 0il Corp.

Proposed Action: Site Plan - Mini Mart, gas station & car wash
State, County, Inter-Municipal Basis for 239 Review Within 500' of NYS Rte. #32 & %

Comments: There are no significant County-wide or Inter-commumnity concerns to bring to your attention.

Related Reviews and Permits

County Action: Local Determination XX Disapproved Approved

Approved subject to the following wodificacions and/or conditioms:

- ' <

, ¥ R B
9/20/91 Shostrs & ceH-€ /)/ % i S )
. ZEFS fPr Coemin e

Date
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ORANGE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
APPLICATION FOR MANDATORY COUNTY REVIEW
OF LOCAL PLANNING ACTION

(Variances, Zone Changes, Special Permits, ‘Subdivisions, Site Plans)

Local File No. 90 '\éQ
1. Municipality _TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR =~ Public Hearing Date
[(Jcity, Town or Village Board Eﬂfﬂhnning Board [[Jzoring Board

2. Owner: Name _Mcbil O\ (:Crp.

Address P.0. By 290 Da\\cxs/ TX 5221

3. Applicant*: Name Mchil 1l Corp.

Address 50 _Drogduiay - Hawﬂwom3 NY. 10532

% If Applicant is owner, leave blank _
4. Location of Site: R.22 (et Side) &Y Tntersechon pf RE.32 r RY. Sy

(street or highway, plus nearest intersection)

Tax Map Identification: Section _69  Block _4 Lot 2L .2

Present Zoning District C Size of Parcel .97 T Acres

5. Type of Review:

Special Permit:

Variance: - Use
Area
Zone Change: From To
Zoning Amendment: To Section
Subdivision: Number of Lots/Units

-

(EEEE_EI;EZ> Use \ '-}« ) h (3

9-12-91 ﬂymz_m«m,_%azﬁt? Ab.
Date ‘ Signatur€ #nd Title
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MCGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL B , o fomosdswee
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, PE. -
MARK J. EDSALL. P.E.

\Z

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION ’
RECORD OF APPEARANCE

ILLAGE OF [l U b P/B # -

WORK SESSION DATE: ?;'Sfﬂi' 6?( APPLICANT RESUB.

REQUIRED:
REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTEJ 42& _ﬂf
PROJECT NAME: {M 0 »"/ 0’ g/ /’ ( [) !(,, $tec/

PROJECT STATUS: NEW

OLD

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: b L T}hc " cr/ Foresman.,

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. _ VAC
FIRE INSP. —'ﬁ* o
ENGINEER _ 2
PLANNER

P/B CHMN.
OTHER (Specify)

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL:
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INTER OFF ICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: VTéwn Planﬁing'Boérd
,deﬁzf,Toun'Fire,Inspéctdr,
DATE: 13 August 1991

SUBJECT: Mobil Oil Corporation
Rt. 32

'PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-90-50
DATED: 8 August 1991

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-91-062

A réview of the above referenced subject'site plan was conduc ted
on 13 August 1991.

This site plah is acceﬁtable.

PLANS DATED: 7 August 1991; Revision 6.

obert F. Rodgers;
Fire Inspector

RFR:mr
Att.
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RICHARD D. McGOEY, PEE.
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WORK SESSION DATE: (0 ﬂ'u%ﬂﬂf .?0 APPLICANT RESUB.

REQUIRED:

REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED:

PROJECT NAME: ﬁmb\b/ A

PROJECT STATUS: NEW

OLD

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT:

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP (WAC
FIRE INSP. ’
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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Summer Session
July 22, 1991

AGENDA :
7:30 P.M. - ROLL CALL

Motion to accept minutes of June 10th and June 24th and July 8,
1991 minutes if available.

PRELIMINARY:

. DEVELOPMERT  CoucrAgE O PeErRcenT”

TABLE (1) STENT, JEFFREY - Request for (1) 12 ft. front yard and (2) 9
ft. 6 in. rear yard for existing pool and deck located at 15
Melrose Avenue in R-4 zone. Also, pool does not meet minimum 10
ft. setback in accordance with Sec. 48-21(1)(G); deck and shed do
not meet mlnlmum 10 ft. setback for corner lot w/ regard to

P TIS=IEE et : =2 T P=t%) ; and pool, deck and shed
project closer to road than house - Sec 48- 146§?(4)

;ETe . (2) EXETER BUILDING CORP. - Request for 18 s.f. sign variance to

trk Puedticerect free-standing sign at Washington Green Condominium site

HERK s  located on Windsor Highway in a C zone. Present: Joseph Sweeney

and David Fried. ALSE Ser back Feem €D ‘ FEQ 5 ero. l\w«'cwc‘l‘{
SET HACK Frejn PR CinE EEGQ 1SY pre 1 ypimsce 14

PUBLIC HEARING:

APPLCUED (3) FRISCH, THOMAS - Request for 11 ft. rear yard variance to
construct deck on premises located on Short Road in an R-4 zone.

Lorapen (4) MOBIL OIL CORP. - Reqguest _for (1) 1,830 s.f. lot area, (2)

feploven. 21 ft. front yard (car wash),((3) 36 ft. frnt yard on_ )

CANOPY (canopy), (4) 4 ft. front yard on Rt. 32 (canopy), ({5) 3 ft. side»

APPROVED yard, (6) 13.0 ft. rear yard (car wash), and (7) 6.5 ft. building

ape wasy height variances for purposes of rebuilding of service station

idsppprovep’ith addition of car wash/convenience store at Five Corners in a
C zone. Present: Scott Kartiganer, P. E.

roT AREA (5) SUN OIL REFINING - Request for (1) 25,000 s.f. lot area, (2)
APPROVED g3 06 ft. lot width, (3) 58.5 ft. front yard (4) 26.25 ft. side
-oT “}F“ vard, (5) 12 ft. building height, (6) 13 ft. sign setback and (7)
ﬁﬁﬂfﬁff_ 38 ft. sign variance to reconstruct service station at 432
Disapplve® windsor Highway in C zone. Present: Ralph Holt representing

pLL outaefSunoco.

APpLOVED (6) BILA PARTNERS - Request for 241 s.f. sign area variance for
Caldor's located on Windsor Highway in a C zone. Present: Brian
O'Connor of Frohling Sign Company.

FORMAL DECISIONS:* (1) TRADE AUTO === AffK0/EY
(2) VOGELSONG
*Subject to availability.
PAT - 563-4630 (O)
© 562-7107 (H)

——————



'OFFICE OF THE PLANNING BOARD - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR-# 2+ PV 6LIC

'ORANGE COUNTY, NY HERLI®S
. LoT arEA
NOTICE OF DISAPPROVAL OF SITE PLAN OR SUBDIVISION APPLICATION o' oy
AppRove P
PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: 90-50 DATE: 18 June 1991
: Rev. 25 June 1991
APPLICANT: Mobil 0il Corp. Cre WASH
’ DISApPEOVED

—20 _Broadway
Hawthorne, New York 10532

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT YOUR APPLICATION DATED 30 March 1990

FOR (SUBRINGSIONxx SITE PLAN)

LOCATED AT . West side of NYS Route 32 and South side of NYS

Route 94 ) ZONE C

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING SITE: SEC:_69 BLOCK:_ 4 LOT: 26.2 "

IS DISAPPROVED ON THE FOLLOWING GROUNDS:

Site area, front yard, rear yard, side yard and building

height variances




REQUIREMENTS quyu22%423z474¢ |

ZONE B-5 & A-1
MIN. LOT AREA . 40,000 SF
MIN. LOT WIDTH 200 Ft
REQ'D FRONT YD 60 F+
REQ'D SIDE YD. 30 Ft
REQ'D TOTAL SIDE YD. 70 Ft
REQ'D REAR YD. 30 Ft
REQ'D FRONTAGE N/A

,  MAX. BLDG. HT. 5.7"
FLOOR AREA RATIO 0.50

. MIN. LIVABLE AREA N/A
DEV. COVERAGE N/A %
0/S PARKING SPACES 5

PROPOSED OR VARIANCE
AVAILABLE REQUEST
38,170 SF 1,830 SF
213 Ft
car wash

39% gé; 48§£o¥§$§€2§& 3§

CRIORY RE 3 32 2
cawopy 27 Ft 3 Ft+
‘ N/A --
17.0 Ft car wash: 13.0'+
N/A -
-«

12.2' CAR waSH 6.5"

4% -

-- % - %

17 —

APPLICANT IS TO PLEASE CONTACT THE ZONING BOARD SECRETARY AT:
(914-565-8550) TO MAKE AN APPOINTMENT WITH THE ZONING BOARD

OF APPEALS.

CC: Z.B.A., APPLICANT, P.B.

Sent 4o 2 .8.4. - @Q/ﬁ/é@

ENGINEER, P.B. FILE
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MOBIL OII SITE PLAN (90-50) ROUTE 32 & 94

Mr. Scott Kartiganer came before the Board representing
this proposal.

MR. KARTIGANER: The purpose of this meeting is the
presentation, address the application of a site plan
of a Mobil Station at the corner of Route 32 and 94
in Vails Gate. The plan has been in front of the
Board before now.

MR. SCHIEFER: fThis is the existing station?

MR. KARTIGANER: We are doina a complete rebuild of

the existing station. There will be a car wash at

this one. Since the last meetina, we have done some
work with the DOT coordinating our design with what
they are doing out there right now. 2nd also, takina
into consideration the major comment what we believe

at the last meeting was revising the orientation of

the car wash to provide some more stacking camabilities.

And this is what we have done. Just for your
edification, this area alona Route 32 currently is
being in construction as far as the islands. W%e are
showing slightly larger islands. We made the entrances
and exits along Route 32 are what the State wants.

We may or may not increase the width of that island,
depending on what they do. I think they are aoinag to
put some brick and make it nice. These islands over
here richt now currently you can see it is not as
clear as you can but we are showing exitino curbina
that's out there all right and it's going to be a
curb cut back here, two curb cuts alonc Route %4,
What we are proposing to do is only put one which we
have generally had, we haven't gotten the formalities
through the DOT but theyv are not going to have any
problems with that. I have already discussed it with
the field engineer.. They are qoing to construct it
the way that they have the design because the exit of
the station is there. We couldn't make the field
modifications at this time for what we wanted just
simply because that's the wav it's laid out. I have
Mark's comments in front of me. There's one or two
minor comments pertaining to the 8 spaces as opposed

‘to 7. That's just a drafting notation there. We have

the, I believe, the amount of parking that's required
that's there. We haven't shown the landscaning at

this time. We are doing considerable landscaping alona
the perimeter once we have the lavout. '




| 5-22-91

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Centlemen, he's got to go for a variance,
okay, that's basically what he's here for to go to the
Zoning Board of Appeals. '

MR. SCHIEFER: What's the variance here?
MR. DUBALDI: For the car wash.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Read the comments here and it will
tell you.

MR. KARTIGANER: And the third thing--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No sense in going through all this
until after the Zoning Board of Appeals hecause he
doesn't know if he's going to get the variances yet.

MR. SCHIEFER: That map is the way they want it and
the DOT is going to control the map, the final map

I'd like to see what the actual things are going to
be the way they are.

MR. KARTIGANER: They are shown. The actual things

as they exist right now. This curbing right here and
this curbing, what we have voiced, we have asked the
DOT and they have no, thevy have taken no excention of
putting in the curbinc just movinag this entrance back
to here and this entrance we are keeping this the same
place. Along 32, what we are showing is the DOT's
proposed entrance location. The DOT has a wroposed
entrance right here at this location. We are just
making this into one mass over here and we are putting
in the entrance, the DOT has an entrance back here and
we want to put it right here so we'll just have a
single entrance. They will be constructing it the wav
their current plan is. %We can't have them make that
chhange at this time bhecause the configqurations of the
pumps.

MR, MC CARVILLE: This varticular nlan you're showing
us, is that wholly utilized the property being used as
parking by your neighbors? '

MR. JIM MORAN: I'm from Mobil 0il. I think I was by
there the other day and the DOT curbing that thev have
laid out cuts off any access to the rear property but

if they weren't doing that, we would, by construction

of the car wash where it is and the other things that
are going to go back there, that access would no longer
be there.

MR. MC CARVILLE: Thank you.

-22-
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MR. SCHIEFER: This parking will be‘cuf'out?
MR. MC CARVILLE: Yes, ﬁhere's'an’iliedalrdriveway.

MR. DUBALDI: The trash enclosure is going to be put in
the way. . : ’

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I don't know if it goes back that far.

MR. SCHIEFER: McDonald's owns the piece of land and
they have today there was nothinc in there. I noticed
it but that's the piece vou're talking about.

MR. MC CARVILLE: I portion of it is on the Mobil--
MR. MORAN: The changes in the grades would totally
eliminate right now we don't utilize, we arade off and

then there's a flat area and the grade is going to
entirely change and that's virtually agoina to disappear.-

MR. SCHIEFER: The DOT will eliminate our problem here.
MR. MC CARVILLE: Can we take a look at your elevations?

MR. KARTIGANER: Sure. All right, the elevations we
nave some pnhotos also of--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Couldn't you quys desiagn a little
bit different building than just a hox dronped out of
the sky by an airplane?

MR. KARTIGANER: Buildinc is sort of modern, it's a
gas station. '

MR. VAN LEEUWEW: Looks like somebody dropvwed it out
of an airplane.

MR. MC CARVILLE: They all look like boxes.
MR. SCHIEFER: There's the palm trees there.
MR. KARTIGANER: We'll put the palm trees in there.

MR. MC CARVILLE: With this kind of building, we'd
like to see a very extensive landscaring.

MR. KARTIGANER: Well, I think--
MR. MC CARVILLE: Including the trees in the drawing.
It's gotten to the point where there are just so many

of these we have at least applications for three on
Route 32 now we got several in existence and all over

~23-
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the area you look at shoe hoxes w1th a 11tt1e convenience
store in it. They are convenient, they are easv to get
in and out of but there comes a time when you have to
take a look at what is happenlnq.

 MR. KARTIGANER: Well, what I can point out like as

far as that Vails Gate corner, probably the nicest
kept up and maintained property in that whole little
area is that Mobil station.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The old Hess station is very well
maintained. -

MR. MC CARVILLE: I am not overly enthused ahout the
particular design that you are proposina.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I'm not either.

MR. MC CARVILLE: Put that's corporate.

MR. SCHIEFER: If it's a corporate desian, vou can do
something, make it a little more attractive hv land-
scaping and you have alreadv aagreed to do that.

MR. KARTIGANER: We have aareed to do that.

MR; MC CARVILLE: Some emphasis should be put--

MR. KARTIGANER: We'll put--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I make a motion to approve this site
plan.

MR. MC CARVILLE: 1I'll second it.
MR. SCHIEFER: Motion has been made and seconded we

approve the Mobil 0il Site Plan on Route 32 and 94.
Eny discussion?

ROLL CALL:

Mr. VanLeeuwen No
Mr. McCarville No
Mr. Lander No
Mr. Dubaldi No
Mr. Schiefer No

MR. EDSALL: You may want to put in the record the
fact that yvou have looked at a varietv of arrancements
and this appears to he the best internal traffic
arrancement and because of this final best site plan

-24-
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arrangémeht, it created a need for a variance. I don't
want them to misunderstand that you haven't reviewed
it. Is that a.fair reflectlon of where we stand?

MR. SCHIEFER:. Anyone have any objection to that coino
into the minutes to go to the ZOnlng Board of Appeals

along with the plan?

'MR. VAN LEEUWEN: = No. -

MR. SCHIEFER: You want one of these plans stamped?

MR. BABCOCK: Just signed by yoﬁ.
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OSSMANN, EILLCEN SUBDIVISION (91-6) BEATTIE ROAD

Mr. John Nosek of Tectonic Engineering came before the
Board representing this prooosal.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I will not partake in this application.

MR. SCHIEFER: Are you going to ask for final approval
on this this evening?

MR. NOSEK: It depends.

MR. SCHIEFER: There are only four members sitting on
this Board and if you ask for final approval and you
get one disapproval, it's disapproved.

MR. MC CARVILLE: 1It's going to chanage in the immediate
future.

MR. SCHIEFER: If we do vote on it.

MR. MC CARVILLE: What going to change this meeting
versus the next meetinc?

MR. SCHIEFER: I hope the Town Board does something
about it bhut that's a situation. I'm just going to
warn the applicant unless it gets unanimous approval,
we're down to four members. It's got to be unanimous.

MR. MC CARVILLE: And I don't like flag lots so--

MR. HNOSEK: My name is John Nosek and I represent Eileen
Ossmann for the proposed two lot subdivision on Beattie
Road. In reference to the last Planning Board meeting,
a number of comments were raised which we revised the
drawings, probably the biggest comment was regarding
the access off of Beattie Road and the fact that we

now have two driveways coming in as opposed to one
private road previously. I did speak with Mr. Favo,
the Highway Superintendent, a while ago I contacted
him and he told me that he had gone out to the site.

He had looked at it and he saw no objections to the

two driveways located adjacent to each other. 1In
addition to that, we provided on Sheet 2, a profile.
for the driveway showing the proposed and existing
grades for the single family dwelling. Additional
comments on the first sheet here I did orov1de that
information that vou requested.

MR. SCHIEFER: Twelve (12) perceht slope?




~ INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 28 May 1991

SUBJECT : Mobile 0Oil Corporation

'PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-90-S0
DATED: 13 May 1991

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-21-040

A review of the above referenced subject site plan was conducted

on 28 May 19291.

After speaking with Mobil 0il Corportioé Engineer, Christopher
Barnes regarding my concerns as stated in my last memo, I feel that my

questions have been answered satisfactorily.

This site plan is acceptable.

PLANS DATED: 13 May 1991; Revision 3.

RR:mr
Att.

Robert F. Rodgers;
Fire Inspector
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Rev.2

 BUILDING INSPECTOR, PLANKING BOARD ENGINEER, FIRE INSPECTOR,SANITARY INSP.
D.O.T., 0.C.H., O.C.P., D.P.W., W&TER, SEWER, HIGHWAY, REVIEW

"FORIM: -

'Thé'maps'and Plans for the Site Approval
as submitted by

Subdivisioh
\ﬁiaog'vcxi§50( . for the building or subdivision of

\ﬂ\gkgc Q‘=\ Cxu)\\@ , - has been

| ,

reviewed by me and is .approved

diséppfeved
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BUILDING INSPECTOR, PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER, FIRE INSPECTOR {HiNSENFINGE.
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MOBIL.PB

INTER OFFICE CbRRESPDNDENCE

- TOz Town Planning Board
FROM: Robert F. Rodgers, Fire Ingpector
DATE: April 4, 1991

SUBJECT: Mobil 0Oil Corp.
Rt. 32 & 94

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-90-S0
DATED: 2 April 1991

FIRE PREVENTIDN REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-21-027

A review of the above mentioned subject site plan was conducted
on 4 April 1991, with the following being noted.

1.} -Should a spill occur at the pump islands, will it be

contained at the island, or will it enter the existing catch
basins?

PLANS DATED: 1 April 1991; Revision 2.

Robert F. Rodgers;
Fire Inspector

RR:mr
Att.

Spoke Yo Chris  Srom K@r‘}isaner als fsi @‘/Drﬂaa.m, - l»/c will phone Bob /?oc/je-,«s
Jo fﬁy tfo_resolve the above
/szu& -

cc: M E. .
Chris — Aar /.74//er /yﬁsoc



MOBIL .PB

INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE |

TO: Town Planning Board
FROM: Robert F. Rodgers, Fire Inspector
DATE: April 4, 1991

SUBJECT = Mobil Oil Corp.
: Rt. 32 & 24

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-90-50
DATED: 2 April 1991

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-91-027
4 A review of the above mentioned subject site plan was conducted
on 4 April 1991, with the following being noted.
1.) Should a spill occur at the pump islands, will it be

contained at the island, or will it enter the existing catch
basins?

PLANS DATED: 1 April 1991; Revision 2.

Robert F. Rodgers;
Fire Inspector

RR:mr
Att.

5po#e Jo Chris  Srom V‘)(ar‘}.\ﬁﬂf\ff 4ls fas @ 10:006.m. — Ne will phone Bob /?od'jers
To ‘fry to resclve +he above
12& -

e ME. , :
th's - ﬁéyr{:f4/}ef /550«: -
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INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspetforu
DATE: 14 November 1990 -

. SUBJECT: Mobil Gil Corporatlon ~ Rt. ?Q,and Rt. éavstation

PLANNING . BOARD REFERENCE NUHBER‘ﬁ PB-90-50
DATED:L' 13 November '’ 1990

FIRE PREVENTIDN REFERENCE NUMBER' FPS—90;102

A review of the above referenced sub ject site plan was conducted
on 14 November 1990,

This site plan is approved.’

PLANS DATED: 9 November 1990; Revision i.{

Rosg;z‘ﬁ"ﬁ;dgé,’%ﬁ‘ﬂ
Fire Inspector .

éR:mr
Att.
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Planning Board (This is a two-sided form)
Town of New Windsor

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, NY 12550

1.
2.

8.

10.
11.

Date Received
Meeting Date
Public Hearing
Action Date
Fees Paid

APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN, SUBDIVISION PLAN,
OR LOT LINE CHANGE APPROVAL

n - Rebuild STA 06N2X

Name of Project Site Pla

Name of Applicant Mobil 0il Corp.  phone

Address 50 Broadway Hawthorne New York 10532
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zZip)

Mobil 0il Corp.

owner of Record Phone
_ Property Tax Division
Address_ p 0. Rax 290 Dallas Texas 75221

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2Zip)

i -562- 1
Person Preparing Plan Kartiganer ASsoﬁﬁone 914-562-439

Address 555 Blooming Grove Tpke New Windsor NY 12553

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (Zip)

Attorney Phone

Address

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2Zip)

Person to be notified to represent applicant at Plannin

Board Meeting Scott T. Kartiganer Phone 914-562-4391
(Name) ~
West ) Route 32
Location: On the side of
- (Street)
-0 feet South
. (Direction)
of Route 94
(Street)
Acreage of Parcel_(,978+ acres 9. Zoning District "C"

Tax Map Designation: Section 69 Block 4 Lot 26.2

This application is for__gite plan Approval '




\"

12. Other Property Information:

.) 'Is -the proposed use in or adjacent to a Residential
District? No

Is a pending sale or lease subject to Planning Board
approval of this application? No

p‘ p

c.) " When was property purchased by present owner?
d.) Has property been subdivided previously? NoWhen?
e.) Has property been subject of special permit previously?
No: .  When?
£f.) Has an Order to Remedy Violation been issued against
the property by the Zoning Inspector? NQ
g.) 1Is there any outside storage at the property now or is

any proposed? Describe in detail: None proposed

13. Attach a proposed plan showing the size and location of the
Lot and location of all buildings and proposed facilities,
including access drives, parking areas and all streets
within 200 feet of the Lot. Plan should also comply with
the site Plan Checklist, as applicable.

AFFIDAVIT
Date: 2¢C (At TO

STATE OF NEW YORK)
SS.:
COUNTY OF ORANGE) ’

The undersigned Applicant, being duly sworn, deposes
and states that the information, statements and representations
contained in this application are true and accurate to the best
of his/her knowledge or to the best of his/her information and
belief. The Applicant further understands and agrees that the
Planning Board may require you to periodically renew a Special
Permit and withhold renewal upon a determination that prescribed
conditions have not been or are no longer complied with.

Cpostt ¥¥«t1u;FuJﬁA~
(Applicant)

2 AR OT Gﬁ&f MBI O
&

trnda W) YlAatwocs

Sworn to before me this
(%gé day of ernbw , 199

(Notary)

LINDA M. MARASCO
Notary Public, State nf New York
Qualif 'go 4354785c .

alified in Orange County
Term Expires Auzust 14, 1920
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MV 1 3 1999
Planning Board (This is a two-sided form)
Town of New Windsor
555 Union Avenue :
New Windsor, NY 12550
Date Received
Meeting Date
Public Hearing
Action Date
Fees Paid
APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL PERMIT
1. Name of Project Site Plan - Rebuild STA 06N2X
2. Name of Applicant Mobil 0il Corp. Phone
Address 50 Broadway Hawthorne - New York 10532
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (state) (Zip)
3. Owner of Record Mobil 0il Corp. Phone
Property Tax Division
Address_pP.0. Box 290 Dallas Texas 75221
(street NHo. & Name) (Post Office) (sState) (2ip)
4. Person Preparing Plan Kartiganer Assoc.Phone 914-562-4391
Address 555 Blooming Grove Tpke New Windsor NY 12553
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2Zip)
5. Attorney - Phone
Address
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2ip)
6. Person to be notified to represent applicant at Planning’l
Board Meeting_ Scott T. Kartiganer Phone__914-562-4391
‘ (Name)
7. Location: On the West side of Route 32
' ) (Street)
-0- “feet South
: (Direction)
of Route 94
(Street)
8. Acreage of Parcel 0.978% acres 9,Zoning District "C"
10. Tax Map Designation: Section g9 - Block 4 Lot'26.2
11. Describe proposed use in detail: Gasoline dispensing

and_a salmll "Mobil Mart" convenience store




K

12. Has the Zoning Board of Appeals granted any variance or a
Special Permit concerning this property? No

If so, list Case No. and Name

13. List all contéguous holdlngs in the same ownership
Section Block Lot(s)

Attached hereto is an affidavit of ownership indicating the dates
the respective holdings of land were acquired, together with the
liber and page of each conveyance into the present owner as
recorded in the Orance County Clerk's Office. This affidavit
shall indicate the legal owner of the property, the contract
owner of the property and the date the contract of sale was
executed.

IN THE EVENT OF CORPORATE OWNERSHIP: A list of all
directors, officers and stockholders of each corporation owning
more that five percent (5%) of any class of stock must be
attached.

OWNER'S ENDORSEMENT
(Completion required ONLY if appllcable)

COUNTY OF ORANGE

SS.:
STATE OF NEW YORK

oo \CRI U GANE L being duly sworn, deposes and says

-that he resides at (e uJﬁ$$) EEFS OO MM g (TROVE TR

in the County of LD and State of oy

and that he is (the ewae;—m——fee)wf LGoor ok, Mot ol dow(r-
(Off1c1al Title)

of the Corporatlon which is the Owner in fee of the premises

described in the foregoing application and that he has authorized

Dot KARI(ARAL- e to make the foregoing

application for Special Use Approval as described herein.

I HEREBY DEPOSE AND SAY THAT ALL THE ABOVE STATEMENTS AND
INFORMATION, AND ALL STATEMENTS AND INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS AND DRAWINGS ATTACHED HERETO ARE TRUE.

Sworn before me this

{Owner's Signature)

. : " Qo '
‘25 day of k. 198= ‘oot Kagnaavsr— Ve,
_ o (Applicant's Signature)
. P% RaesT Fol WLBIL S\WL coa ()
C;fZMA¢4ajb7')YLZLAAHQT‘~ :
Notary Public (Title)

LINDA M. MARASCO
Notary Public. State of New York
No. 4954785 .
Qualified in Orange County
Term Expires August 14, IS_L
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NV 1 3 1990

Mobil Oil Corporation

February 8, 1990

Kartiganer Associates
555 Blooming Grove Tpke
New Windsor, NY 12550

Mobil 0il Corporation
Authority To Act As Agent

To Whom it May Concern:

This is to confirm that Scott Kartiganer of Kartiganer
Associates is authorized by Mobil Oil Corporation to act as
an agent of Mobil for the purpose of applying for and
obtaining all required permits and approvals associated with
assigned construction projects.

.
4
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MOV 1 3 1
14-16-4 (287)—Text 12 .
PROJECT 1.D. NUMBER 617.21 SEQR
Appendix C
State Environmental Quality Review
SHORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
For UNLISTED ACTIONS Only

PART I—PROJECT INFORMATION (To be completed by Applicant or Project sponsor)

1. APPLICANT /SPONSOR 2. PROJECT NAME
Mobil 0Oil Corp. Site Plan - Rebuild STA 06N2X
3. PROJECT LOCATION:

Municipality New Windsor county Orange

4. PRECISE LOCATION (Street address and road intersections, prominent landmarks, etc., or provide map)
Corner of Routes 94 & 32 in Vails Gate

5. IS PROPOSED ACTION:
D New D Expansion P_q Maodification/alteration

6. DESCRIBE PROJECT BRIEFLY:

Existing buildings and gasoline storage facilities to be removed
and new facilities will be installed along with a car washing

building.

7. AMOUNT OF LAND AFFECTED:
Initially 0.9 acres Uitimately 0.98 acres

8. WILL PROPOSED ACTION COMPLY WITH EXISTING ZONING OR OTHER EXISTING LAND USE RESTRICTIONS?
Yes ONo i No, describe briefly

Special Permit Required

9. WHAT IS PRESENT LAND USE IN VICINITY OfF PROJECT?

D Residential O Industrial BCommerclal O Agriculture O Park/Forest/Open space D Other
Describe:

10. DOES ACTION INVOLVE A PERMIT APPROVAL, OR FUNDING, NOW OR ULTIMATELY FROM ANY OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCY (FEDERAL,
STATE OR LOCAL)?

E]Yes D No I yes, list agency(s) and permit/approvals
Town Planning Board - Site Plan approval & Special Use Permit

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation - Tank Removal & Replacement

11. DOES ANY ASPECT OF THE ACTION HAVE A CURRENTLY VALID PERMIT OR APPROVAL?
D Yes E No If yes, list agency name and permit/approval

12. AS A RESULT OF PROPOSED ACTION WILL EXISTING PERMIT/APPROVAL REQUIRE MODIFICATION?

Cyes Clne N/A

I CERTIFY THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE

Applicant/sponsor name: M b"’:\ D‘k C)‘VQ Date: \M

Signature:

AN

It the action is in the Coastal Area, and you are a state agency, complete the
Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding with this assessment

OVER
1



PART I—ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (To be completed by Agency)

A. DOES ACTION EXCEED ANY TYPE | THRESHOLD IN 6 NYCRR, PART 617.12? If yes, coordinate the review process and use the FULL EAF.
Clves m No ’
8. WILL ACTION RECEIVE COORDINATED REVIEW AS PROVIDED FOR UNLISTED ACTIONS IN 6 NYCRR, PART 617.67 It No, a negative declaration
may be superseded by another involved agency.
D Yes D No

C. COULD ACTION RESULT IN ANY ADVERSE EFFECTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FOLLOWING: (Answers may be handwritten, if legible)
C1. Existing air quality, surface or groundwater quality or quantity, noise levels, existing traffic patterns, solid waste production or disposal,
potential for erosion, drainage or flooding problems? Explain briefly:

C2. Aesthetic, agricuitural, archaeological, historic, or other natural or cultural resources; or community or neighborhood character? Expilain briefly:
° .

’

C3. Vegetation or fauna, fish, shellfish or wildlife species, significant habitats, or threatened or endangered species? Explain briefly:

Ne.

CA. A community’s existing plans or goals as officially adopted, or a change In use or intensity of use of land or other natural resources? Explain briefly

Ne

C5. Growth, subsequent development, or related activities likely to be induced by the proposed action? Explain briefly.

Ne

C6. Long term, short term, cumulative, or other effects not identified in C1-C5? Explain briefly.

No

" €7. Other impacts (including changes in use of either quantity or type of energy)? Explain briefly.
OoNE '

D. IS THERE, OR IS THERE LIKELY TO BE, CONTROVERSY RELATED TO POTENTIAL ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS?
[ ves E'No If Yes, explain briefly .

PART lIl—DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE (To be completed by Agency)

INSTRUCTIONS: For each adverse effect identified above, determine whether it is substantial, large, important or otherwise significant.
Each effect should be assessed in connection with its (a) setting (i.e. urban or rural); (b) probability of occurring; (c) duration; (d)
irreversibility; (e) geographic scope; and (f) magnitude. If necessary, add attachments or reference supporting materials. Ensure that
explanations contain sutficient detail to show that all relevant adverse impacts have been identified and adequately addressed.

[0 Check this box if you have identified one or more potentially large or significant adverse impacts which MAY
occur. Then proceed directly to the FULL EAF and/or prepare a positive declaration.

[ Check this box if you have determined, based on the information and analysis above and any supporting
documentation, that the proposed action WILL NOT result in any significant adverse environmental impacts
AND provide on attachments as necessary, the reasons supporting this determination: .

Name of Lead Agency

Print or Type Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Title of Responsible Officer

Signature of Responsible Officer m Lead Agency Signature of Preparer (If different from responsible officer)

Date
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FRANCHISE REALTY
INTERSTATE CORPORATION

. Z]a0

PLANTING LIST

’ TANICAL NAME
~COMMON NAME

!

E
CALMIA LATIFOLIA
MOUNTAIN LAUREL

Wi S AT (- 7. W ¢
KL 18-21" {BAEMG L4

1. PLANTING MIX TO BE AS FOLLOWS:

| 9—6 BIGLEAF SNOWBELL

3 PARTS TOPSOIL
3 PARTS PEAT MOSS
1 PART COW MANURE

_JUNIPERUS SCOPULORUM WICHITA
JUNIPER

o L {

! ’ L _ISUGA CANADENSIS
i S oo e - [CANADIAN HEMLOCK

| » | BETULA PENDULA
R Tl 18 .
10 PCC | 2=25" “OUANTICLEER FLOWERING PEAR
30 .! EA 18-—24' x_EQONYM.US ATROPURF’.UREUS

A "EASTERN BURNING BUSH
s6 L STYRAX GRANDIFOLIUS

2. USE ONE (1) 0Z. SOILMOIST GRANULAR WETTING AGENT PER EACH
12 IN. OF SOIL BALL DIAMETER.

3. SIGN AREA TO BE EDGED WITH 5 IN. DEEP "PRO 60" EDGING.

NOTES:

GUY WIRES (WO0.12 o
NEW GALV.) SHALL {-%V Ny
BE REQUIRED FOR ‘

ALL TREES 3 GAL.
AND LARGER.

LOCATION MAP

{
| ‘ : A / | LEGEND | ALL TREES INCL.
1 E ) . “Z. | THOSE REQUIRING
: -~ —~ '250W AREA «\ =s—==== PROPOSED CURB ! GUY WIRES SHALL
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= O *. NEW CATCH BASIN i
. |
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| Bl . % o " EXISTING LIGHT POST
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\ 1 \ .
| \ ‘%" \ (\ l':
.,\} \\ \.\ —— : =
| e e e e e - X e % .;
CUSTOMER —+ t ! & \ 250 W AREA —— ® \ 3 R
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W/ VACUUM A \ . \ b, 5 A\
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